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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A rransreR to Mr. Justice Vavcnan Wittiams of twelve 
actions was anticipated, but it is now understood it will nog take | 
place, as that learned judge will not be able, on his return from 
circuit, to take more chancery work than is comprised in the 
eighteen actions remaining in his list. 





We Are sorry to learn that Mr. Justice Nonrn is suffering 
from a severe attack of erysipelas on the head. The absence of 
this learned, careful, and efficient judge will cause great regret 
and considerable inconvenience to suitors. His work on Fridays, 
Saturdays, and Mondays will be taken by Mr. Justice Romer, 
but, nevertheless, six days a week of judge power will be lost 
to chancery suitors. After this week only twenty-one days of 
the present sittings remain. 





WE REFERRED last week to the application for a charter for 
the establishment of a new teaching university of London, which 
has been for some time under the consideration of the Privy 
Council. As before stated, neither the Inns of Court nor the 
Council of Legal Education was represented, but Mr. Crackan- 
THORPE, Q.C., and Mr. Frrzceratp appeared for the Incorpor- 
ated Law Society, who desired, in the event of a faculty of law 
being established, to be represented on the senate. The matter 
was again before the Privy Council on Monday last, when the 
Earl of Setzorne stated that as Mr. Ricny, on behalf of the 
wages of the scheme, expressed willingness to at once intro- 

uce a faculty of law, four members might be added to the 
senate who should be elected by the legal faculty unless the 
Council of Legal Education and the Incorporated Law Society 
should both agree to come in, in which case each of those bodies 
would have the power to elect one member, the legal faculty 
having the power to elect two. We know that the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society are willing and anxious to be 
represented on the senate of the new university, and we hope 
that the Council of Legal Education will co-operate with them in 
the matter, and agree to be represented. 





We print elsewhere a letter from correspondents who, after 
pointing out that it is the common practice, on the sale of por- 
tions of leaseholds held under one lease at an entire rent, to 
carry out the same by assignment at an apportioned rent, with 
cross powers of distress and entry, ask ahuthes the powers of 





distress aro not void under the Bills of Sale Acts, 1878 and 
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1882? Probably the safest answer to our correspondents’ ques- 
tion may be given in the words of 1 Key and Elphinstone’s 
Comp., p. 560, note (c) :—‘‘ It seems open to considerable doubt 
whether a power of distress given by way of indemnity in this 
and other similar cases is not affected by the Bills of Sale Act : 
see Pulbrook v. Ashby, 35 W.R. 779.” Since the publication of 
that note Stevens v. Marston (39 W. R. 129) has been reported. 
This is a decision of the Court of Appeal in a case on all fours 
with Pulbrook v. Ashby. We cannot help thinking therefore 
that the doubt expressed by Messrs. Kzy and ELruinsTone is not 
well founded, and that the power of distress is void. There 
appears, however, not to be any objection to the power of re- 
entry, which is not obnoxious to the Bills of Sale Acts. The 
reader must not, however, think that we advise him to leave 
out the power of distress; it can, if inserted, do no possible 
harm, and more than one recent decision has shewn the great 
danger of omitting the provisions sanctioned by the time- 
honoured practice of conveyancers on the ground that, in the 
opinion of the draftsman, a change in the law has rendered them 
useless. We may return to the subject hereafter. 





A GLANCE AT the Statute Law Revision Bill seems to shew that 
Mr. H, H. Fowzer and Sir Horace Davey have good grounds 
for scrutinizing somewhat closely the meaning of the word 
“unnecessary”? when used to indicate the reason why statutes 
or parts of statutes are to be repealed. ‘‘The schedule,” we are 
told in the note appended to the Bill, ‘‘is intended to comprise 
enactments which have ceased to be in force, otherwise than by 
express specific repeal, or have, by lapse of time or otherwise, 
become unnecessary.” Statutes of the first class, those which 
have ceased to be in force, are again subdivided according as 
they are expired, spent, repealed in general terms, virtually re- 


- pealed, superseded, or obsolete, and each of these terms is care- 


fully defined. But on turning to ‘the column in the schedule 
which gives the reason of repeal, we find that they are of in- 
frequent occurrence as compared with the term “ unnecessary.” 
The schedule, it may be remarked, extends over 114 pages, and 
each page refers, on an average, to some four statutes. The 
number of statutes affected would thus seem to be from four to 
five hundred, and they cover the period from 1 & 2 Geo. 4 to 13 
& 14 Vict. The justification for their repeal, or partial repeal, 
depends chiefly, then, upon the meaning assigned to the term 
‘unnecessary,’ and the note already referred to says that, ‘‘ for 
the purposes of the schedule, enactments are considered 
unnecessary where the provisions are of such a nature as 
not to require, at the present day, statutory authority.” Con- 
sidering that the repeals very largely affect preambles, the word 
is = agape used in some other sense also, as a preamble can 
hardly be said to contain any “ provisions” at all. Of course, 
only the persons who have compiled the schedule can have any 
idea of its real effect, but Sir Horace Davey refers to the mode 
in which the Railway Clauses Act (8 & 9 Vict. c. 20) has been 
dealt with as an example of repeals to which he objects. His 
first point is the repeal of the preamble which governs sections 
25 to 29, regulating drainage of lands in Ireland; and his 
second, the repeal of the preamble to section 90, the section 
which gives power to vary tolls, provided that they are charged 
equally under like circumstances. In these examples it may be 
admitted that he has discovered a somewhat too free reliance 
upon the term “unnecessary.” Of course, it is possible that the 
words of the sections in question are so precise that no ambiguity 
can ever arise to justify a recourse to the preamble for guid- 
ance; but this is at least doubtful, and the commissioners would 
have been better advised not to incur the risk of introducing 
difficulties into statutes of frequent application. But it is easier 
to make objections than to offer a definition of the term in 
question which shall enable them to deal to any purpose with 
the enormous mass of legislation of the present reign. 





THERE 18 much instruction to be gathered from Re Jeffery, 
Burt vy. Arnold (39 W. R. 234; 1891, 1 Ch. 671). First, con- 
veyancers learn by sad experience that it is not safe to trust to 
the construction universally placed on a statute by the most 
learned members of the profession. We somewhat wonder that 








the practice of conveyancers was not alluded to in the argument. 
There is the highest authority for saying that the received, 
opinion of conveyancers ought to prevail even on the construc- 
tion of a statute (see yer Lord Harpwicke, C., in Buckingham- 
shire v. Drury, 2 Eden., at p. 64); ‘the settled practice of con- 
veyancers is part of the common law,” per James, L J. (Re Ford 
and Hill, 10 Ch. D., at p. 370); see also per Jesser, M.R. (Re 
Athill, 16 Ch. D., at p. 223), and per Lord Extensoroves, C.J. 
(Isherwood v. Oldknow, 3 M. & 8., at p. 397) ; and we cannot help 
thinking that if the attention of the learned judge had been 
called to the uniform practice of conveyancers, his decision 
might have been different. Secondly, the case is also a warning 
to judges; it affords a striking example of the danger of allow- 
ing cases as reported in the Weekly Notes to be cited as 
authorities. The learned judge was of opinion that the case was 
governed by Furneaux v. Rucker, the only report of which is in 
the Weekly Notes. Unluckily, however, that report is incorrect 
(see ante, p. 572). Thirdly, the Council of Law Reporting may 
reconsider the policy of allowing cases involving points of law 
or of construction to be so briefly reported in the Weekly Notes. 
Reports of this description are often simply misleading. There is, 
we believe, growing up a profound dissatisfaction with the present 
system of reporting in the Zaw Reports. The Weekly Notes are 
a mere trap to the unwary, and the reports themselves omit 
cases of importance. For instance, the decisions in Pulbrook v. 
Ashby (35 W. R. 779) and Stevens v. Marston (39 W. R. 129), 
the latter a decision of the Court of = are of great im- 
portance, as they throw considerable doubt on the operation of 
powers of distress given by way of indemnity, even if they do 
not conclusively shew that such powers are void. Why are these 
cases not reported in the Law Reports ? 





Two OR THREE WEEKS ago a member of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, for whose opinion we have an un- 
feigned respect, took the opportunity of a festive dinner to utter 
a good-natured growl about the criticism to which the council 
were subjected. They had, he said, ‘‘ often to submit to criticism 
which the members of the council felt to be unjust and un- 
deserved, and in this connection he might refer to a criticism 
which had lately appeared. It did not answer for the council to 
publish to the world exactly all the motives which led them to 
adopt a certain course. But they might depend upon it that 
there was no important question affecting the profession but was 
carefully considered at the table of the council, and round that 
table were men of the highest eminence in the profession to 
which he had the honour to belong, and he wanted to assure 
them that every question brought before them was carefully 
considered, and that they did the best according to their judg- 
ment, and in that judgment every member did not always agree.” 
We do not know what the particular criticism might be to 
which reference was made ; but we think we shall be pardoned if 
we ask the real opinion of the speaker (who is a pre-eminently 
fair-minded man) upon the following circumstances. Let us sup- 
pose that a question has been brought before Parliament affect- 
ing most materially the interests of the doctors. The various 
district organizations of the doctors are urgent in demanding that 
it should be opposed. Nearly all of them issue statements shew- 
ing the evil effects of the proposed change. The chief repre- 
sentative society of doctors issues no statement; presents no 
petition to Parliament ; does nothing but prepare amendments 
to the measure ; and in its annual report it devotes about half a 
page to the measure, stating that ‘the council see no reason to 
=— from the opinion they expressed last year on the general 
policy of the Bill, to the effect that if it were passed the result 
would be [stating some of the evils of the proposed measure }. 
Acting, however, on the best information they could obtain, the 
council decided not to present a petition against the Bill in the 
House of Commons, but to press for amendment# if it should 
get into Committee.” What we want to ask is, whether, under 
these circumstances, the speaker at the recent dinner would con- 
sider that the representative medical society’s course of action 
was or was not fairly open to criticism on the part of the doctors 
they existed to represent ? 





AN INTERESTING ARTICLE on the case of Vagliano y. The Bank of 
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England is contributed by Judge CHatmers to the current 
number of the Zaw Quarterly Review, in which he thus sums up 
the diversity of judicial opinion which it evoked :—‘‘ The court 
of first instance decided in favour of the plaintiff. This 
decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal by a majority of 
five to one. On final appeal to the House of Lords the decisions 
of the courts below were reversed, and judgment was given in 
favour of the defendants by a majority of six to two. Although 
the plaintiff has lost the day he may still derive a melancholy 
satisfaction from the knowledge that eight judges out of fifteen 
have given opinions in his favour, and that the seven who were 
adverse to him by no means agreed as to the grounds on which 
his claim should be defeated.” His honour considers, however, 
that the judgment of Lord Herscnett, which was supported by 
the opinions of Lords Watson, MacnacurEn, and Morris, puts 
the matter on a sound basis. This rested solely on the construc- 
tion to be given to the term “ fictitious” in section 7, sub-section 
(3), of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, which enacts that ‘‘ where 
the payee is a fictitious or non-existing person, the Bill may be 
treated as payable to bearer.” It is difficult at first sight to 
resist the argument of Lord Bramwe.t and Lord Frexp, that 
where the name of a real person, known to the acceptor and 
intended to be recognized by him, is inserted as payee, such a 
person cannot be regarded as fictitious. The way out of the 
difficulty is to lay stress on the fact that he is named solely for 
the purpose of marking him out as payee, that is, as the person to 
whom the bill is payable. If, then, the bill is a mere forgery and 
payable to no one, it follows that the payee must be also a mere 
fiction, for though the person whose name is used does in fact 
exist, yet he is fictitious in so far ashe is a payee. In the words 
of Judge Cuatmers :—‘ The test is this—was the bill in fact 
payable to any existing person? If not, the name inserted was 
a mere nominis umbra, and the payee was a fictitious person.” 
Assuming this to be the correct solution of the puzzle, the rest is 
then easy. By the terms of the sub-section the bill is payable to 
bearer, and the Court of Appeal were wrong in importing into 
them the qualification existing in the former law, that it is 
only —— to bearer as against a party with notice of the fact 
that the payee is fictitious. 


Bur Jupce Cuatmers is dissatisfied with the casual advantage 
which the bankers have thus gained, and he thinks that the time 
has now come when the payor should be relieved of the risk 
which the rule of the common law throws upon him. 
According to this he is bound to pay the bill to a person 
who can give a good discharge for it, and if he pays it 
to anyone else he is liable to pay over again to the 

erson entitled. Of course certain statutory exceptions have 
ee introduced, and a banker is not bound to verify the in- 
dorsements of drafts or orders fora sum payable on demand, 
whether drawn in the United Kingdom or abroad (section 60 of 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882). In other words, he is exempt 
from liability in respect of cheques. Hence it is a question 
whether the policy of the common law or that of the statutory 
exceptions is the right one. Arguing in favour of the latter, 
Judge Cuatmrrs points out that it is hard to see the dis- 
tinction between the case of a banker who pays a cheque 
drawn upon him, and is safe if only the indorsement pur- 
— to be genuine, and the case of a banker who pays a 

ill payable at his bank and does so at his own risk. “In any 
case it is impossible for the payor to know or verify the indorse- 
ments. When a cheque or bill is presented, the payor must 
either pay it or dishonour it. If the instrument appears to be 
in order he must take his chance and pay it. A bill may be 

resented for payment at ten minutes to four which has been 
indorsed in three or four different countries and in three or four 
different languages. It is absurd to say that the payor, however 
diligent or skilled, can do anything to verify the indorsements.” 
It is suggested, therefore, that the protection given by section 60 
of the Bills of Exchange Act to bankers paying demand drafts 
drawn upon them should be extended to all payors acting in 
good faith and in the ordinary course of business, and in support 
of this Judge Cuatmers points to the precedents set by several 
of the Continental codes. The bankers will doubtless readily 
agree with him, and they have certainly a good case. At the 


same time it is to be remembered that they undertake, doubtless 

for good reasons, to honour bills which are made payable with 

them, and that if they have little chance of verifying the’ 

genuineness of indorsements, yet they are the only persons upon 

age in the ordinary course of business this responsibility can 
e cast. 





THE PAPER contributed to the Law Quarterly Review by Mr. 
L. 8. Brisrowe, on the legal restrictions on gifts to chenty. 
comes in ge | at a time when attempts are being e 
to induce the islature to take the matter in hand, and if 
nothing is done this session, it is to be hoped that the question 
will not be allowed to drop. The operation of the Mortmain 
Acts has been reduced, of course, to an absurdity by the strict- 
ness with which the courts have subjected to them every kind 
of property which could in any conceivable way be included in 
the term ‘interest in land.” The result has been specially 
confusing with regard to bonds issued by corporations, and Mr. 
BristowE thus sums up the recent decisions on the subject :— 
‘* Bonds of the corporations of Dewsbury, Bradford, and Wake- 
field have been held not to be interests in land. On the other 
hand, as ne bonds of the Salford and Oldham corporations, 
a contrary decision has been arrived at. Leicester corporation 


bonds can, it appears, be given to charity, but not Leicester 
Corporation 34 per Cent. eemable Stock. Nor can Consoli- 
dated Stock of the Corporation of Manchester. Again, East 


India Stock is not an interest inland; on the other hand, Metro- 
litan Board of Works Consolidated Stock is. Mersey Dock 
nds, and Great Yarmouth Port and Haven bonds, can be 

given to charity, but not Swansea Harbour bonds, or bonds 

issued under the Dover Corporation Sea Defences Act.” After 
this enumeration a testator will do well to pause before he 

attempts to bequeath any property remotely connected with a 

public body to charitable pt ses. Of course the test 

applied by the courts is whether the particular security 
can ever, by the operation of the remedies incidental to it, 
lead to the actual possession of land. But, as Mr. Bristowz 
points out, it would be quite sufficient to interfere as soon as this 
result had actually been brought about. His suggestions, how- 
ever, go further than this, and, upon the principles of the Bills 
introduced by Lord Herscrett and Mr. Cozens-Harpy, he would 
allow land to be freely devised to charities subject to the re- 

quirement of its being sold within a limited period. Such a 

scheme appears to give ample security against the chief r 

which the Georgian Mortmain Act was intended to avoid— 

namely, the tying up of land in the hands of trustees for charities. 








INTIMIDATION UNDER THE CONSPIRACY AND PRO- 
TECTION OF PROPERTY ACT, 1875. 


Tue judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Corermes, C.J., 
and Matuew, Cave, A. L. Surrn, and Cuartes, JJ.) in the cases 
of Gibson vy. Lawson and Curran v. Treleaven clears away a good 
deal of the obscurity which, in spite of recent legislation, has 
hitherto prevailed with regard to the extent to which combina- 
tions of workmen may interfere with their employers or with 
other workmen. Originally a notion existed, founded upon what 
Lord Campsett, C©.J., in Hilton v. Eckersley (6 E. & B., at p. 62) 
characterized as certain loose expressions to be found in the 
books, that strikes were in themselves illegal. Thus in 2. v. 
Mawbey (6 T. R., at p. 636), Grosz, J., referring to the case of 
journeymen conspiring to raise their wages, said: “‘Kach may 
insist on raising his wages, if he can; but if several meet for 
the same purpose, it is illegal, and the parties may be indicted 
for a conspiracy.”” In Hilton v. Eckersley (suprd) Crompton, J., 
approved of this, saying that such combinations, whether on the 
part of workmen to increase, or of the masters to lower, wages 
were equally illegal. But no such principle was ever estab- 
lished by a competent authority, and there are numerous ex- 

ressions of opinion to the contrary. ‘‘ Wages,” said Lord 
| Pacenensen in the last-mentioned case, ‘‘may be unreasonably 
low or unreasonably high, and I cannot understand why in the 
one case workmen can be considered as guilty of a crime in try- 








ing by lawful means to raise them; or masters in the other ean 
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be considered guilty of a crime in trying by lawful means to 
lower them.” So in Reg. v. Druitt (10 Cox C. C., at p. 600) 
BraMWELL, B., pointed out to the jury that the men had a per- 
fect right to strike, and that just as the whole body of men 
might strike against the masters, so the whole body of masters 
might strike against the men. 

Numerous ancient statutes, as for example the statute 2 & 3 
Edw. 6, c. 15, to restrain the conspiracies of victuallers and 
craftsmen, made it unlawful for workmen to combine for the 
purpose of raising wages or regulating the hours of work, but 
apart from these it is difficult to say exactly upon what grounds 
the prejudice against strikes was based. In the case ‘of the 
Journeymen Tailors of Cambridge (8 Mod. 10) it was said, indeed, 
that all conspiracies were illegal, even though the acts contem- 
plated might be perfectly lawful in themselves. This, however, 
would prohibit combinations of every kind, and is obviously 


_ wrong. A more plausible suggestion is that the illegality of 


the strike as a conspiracy was based upon its being in restraint 
of trade. But any objection there might be on this head was 
removed by 34 & 35 Vict. c. 32, which, after prohibiting certain 
acts, expressly enacted that no person should be liable to any 
punishment for conspiring to do any act, other than one of those 
prohibited, on the ground that it was in restraint of trade. A 
further step was taken in the Conspiracy and Protection of Pro- 
perty Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 86), which enacted that com- 

inations to do or procure to be done any act in furtherance of a 
trade dispute between employers and workmen should not be in- 
dictable as a conspiracy if such act committed by one person 
would not be punishable as a crime. 

But in addition to the objection to strikes on the ground that 
they are in restraint of trade, it has also been suggested that 
they are illegal at common law so far as their object is to coerce a 
workman in respect of his freedom of industry, or an employer 
in respect of the management of his business, and this doctrine 
was advocated by Bramwett, B., and Brerr, J., respectively in 
the well-known cases of Jeg. v. Druitt (supra) and Reg. v. Bunn 
(12 Cox C. C. 316). The first was in 1867—prior, that is, to the 
passing of the 34 & 35 Vict. c. 32—and Bramwe tt, B., made it the 
occasion for vindicating the liberty of every man to say how he 
should bestow himself and his means, his talents, and his 
industry, without being subject to coercion or molestation on 
the part of others. By coercion he meant anything unpleasant 
or annoying to the mind operated upon, and molestation, appar- 
ently, would include conduct by which persons would be exposed 
to have their motions watched and to encounter black looks. 
And so, in 1872, after the passing of the statute, Brert, J., 
relied upon the same principle, and considered that conspiracies 
which were no longer open to objection as being in restraint of 
trade might still be criminal on the ground that they were 
aimed at the liberty of the will. In other words, a conspiracy 
to interfere with the liberty of a man’s will in the conduct of 
a trade by menaces and threats was still criminal at common 

Ww. 

These dicta left it, of course, for the common law to decide 
what was to be understood by the terms coercion, molestation, 
menaces, and threats, and they were consequently open to the 
objection that the common law was called upon to supply 
definitions of offences side by side with the definitions given by 
statute. The anomaly was sufficiently striking while the statute 
6 Geo. 4, c. 129, with its carefully detailed list of offences by 
workmen, was in force, but the doctrine upon which it depends 
is quite incompatible with the later statutes which legalize all 
combinations except those expressely prohibited. This accord- 
ingly is recognized in the recent judgment, and one of its most 
important results is to dispose finally of the ‘notion that a com- 
bination of workmen, not prohibited by statute, may neverthe- 
less be an offence at common law by reason of its object being 
to control an employer or workman in the free exercise of his 


The common law being thus out of the way, it is now only 
necessary to examine the statutes which have successively taken 
its place. The terms of 6 Geo. 4, c. 129, s. 3, were much more 
comprehensive than those of the subsequent ones. They pro- 
hibited all attempts, whether by violence to the person or 
property, or by threats or intimidation, or by molesting or in any 
way obstructing another, to force a workman to leave his employ- 





ment, or to prevent an employer from carrying on his business in 
his own manner. Under this enactment numerous cases were 
decided similar to those which have produced the present judgment. 
An early case, and one which has been regarded as settling the 
construction of the law, was Walsby v. Anley (3 E. & E. 516). 
Here Watssy, in pursuance of a combination amongst work- 
men in the employment of ANLEY, gave notice to the latter that 
all the workmen so combining would immediately leave work 
unless certain other workmen then in the same service were 
discharged. Watssy was convicted, and the Queen’s Bench 
upheld the conviction, on the ground that he had used threats to 
his employer within the meaning of the statute. Such at least 
was the opinion of Crompron and Hit, JJ., who, while 
admitting that any individual workman was entitled to go to his 
employer and say that he declined to work with a particular 
man, yet held that a combination jointly to leave work on this 
ground was illegal. Consequently, the threat was brought 
within the statute by reason of the act threatened being illegal. 
And Cocxsury, C.J., held that, whether there was a threat or 
not, there was, at any rate, molestation. This decision was 
followed in O'Neill v. Longman (4 B. & 8. 376) on exactly the 
same grounds—namely, that to bring a threat within the statute 
it must be a threat to do an illegal act, and that any combina- 
tion to influence a man’s employment was illegal—and the court 
arrived at the same conclusion in Shelbourne vy. Oliver (13 L. T. 
N. 8. 630) and in Skinner v. Kitch (L. R. 2 Q. B. 393). 

The statute 6 Geo. 4, c. 129, was repealed by 34 & 35 Vict. c. 
82, but, as that, too, in its turn, has been repealed, it is un- 
necessary to refer to its details. It is sufficient to point out 
that the offences aimed at by the earlier statute were more 
carefully defined, and in particular threats or intimidation were 
restricted to such acts as would justify a magistrate in binding 
over the offending party to keep the peace. In other words, 
they were practically restricted to threats of personal violence. 

Then came the enactment of the Conspiracy and Protection of 
Property Act, 1875, the statute at present in force, and the two 
separate provisions with regard to violence and intimidation 
were now thrown into one. Thus, section 7 renders liable to 
conviction by a court of summary jurisdiction ‘‘ every person 
who, with a view to compel any other person to abstain from 
doing or to do any act which such other person has a legal right 
to do or abstain from doing, wrongfully and without legal 
authority (1) uses violence to or intimidates such other person, 
or his wife or children, or injures his property.” Here no hel 
is given as to the meaning of the word ‘‘ intimidate” except a 4 
as can be got from its position in the sentence and from the 
known course of legislation so far as this is available. It is 
obvious that the construction adopted in Walsby v. Anley (supra) 
and subsequent cases is no longer admissible. These went, as 
we have seen, on the ground that a combination to interfere 
with an employer with regard to the employment of another 
workman was illegal, and hence the threat of such interference, 
being the threat of an illegal thing, was intimidation. Now, 
however, that the combination is no longer open to this objec- 
tion the whole reasoning falls to the ground. The same result 
would have followed at any time since the Act of 1871, and it is, 
of course, significant that that statute, at the same time that it 
destroyed by implication the authority of the cases, also expressly 
restricted intimidation in the manner above described. It is 
difficult, then, to believe that a wider scope was intended to be 
restored to it by the Act of 1875, and it seems most reasonable 
to assume that the object attained in 1871 by exact definition 
was meant to be attained in 1875 by closely associating 
intimidation with violence. Thus the section may be read as 
prohibiting violence or threats of violence to a person, his wife or 
children, and injury to property. 

The court has not gone, indeed, to the extent of actually adopt- 
ing this construction, but it has held that the decisions on 6 
Geo. 4, c. 129 are no longer applicable, and that there is no 
ground for treating the acts which were there declared to be 


illegal as constituting intimidation within the present statute. 
In other words, workmen may lawfully combine to influence an 
employer by threatening to leave work in a body if he does not 
accede to their demands. The result still leaves it open to 
speculation whether any acts short of threats of personal 
violence will constitute the statutory offence of intimidation. 
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THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS AS AFFECTING 
MORTGAGEES. 
IV 


So far we have seen that Chinnery v. Evans (11 H. L. Cas. 115) 
was a clear decision that a payment of principal or interest, in 
order to have the effect of keeping a mortgage alive under 1 
Vict. c. 28, must be made by a person liable to pay, and that in 
Harlock v. Ashberry (30 W. R. 827, 19 Ch. D. 539) this construc- 
tion of the statute was based upon the doctrine that the pay- 
ment must be such as can operate as an acknowledgment. But 
we have also seen that an acknowledgment under the Statutes 
of Limitation is not necessarily confined in its effect to the 
person who makes it, and in support of this position we may 
now further cite the authority of the Privy Council in Lewin v. 
Wilson (11 App. Cas. 639), where, although the mortgagor was 
in possession of the mortgaged premises, a payment by a person 
other than hiniself, and who had no interest in them, was held 
sufficient to preserve the mortgage. 

In 1850 Hows and Wuire gave a joint and several bond to 
secure the payment of £1,000 to Miss Cunnincnam. As 
between the obligors, Wurre was a surety, but they were both 
principal debtors to the obligee. At the same time each of them 
mortgaged property to Miss Cunnrncuam to secure the bond 
debt. Wuure’s mortgage was made on the express condition 
that if he and Howe, or either of them, shoul pay to Miss 
CunnincHaM or her representatives the principal sum and 
interest the mortgage deed was to be void. A similar proviso 
for defeasance was contained in Howe’s mortgage. Interest on 
the debt was regularly paid by Howe up to the 27th of March, 
1879, after which date his payments ceased. In January, 1881, 
Miss CunnrncHAm’s representatives commenced a suit for the 
foreclosure and sale of the property comprised in both mort- 
gages. No question arose with regard to Howe’s mortgage. 
As to Wuite’s, he and his successors in title had remained in 
possession of his mortgaged property from the date of the 
mortgage to that of the suit, and nothing had ever been done 
by them to check the operation of the statute. It was contended, 
therefore, that the payments by Howe could not affect them, 
and that the mortgage was extinguished by lapse of time. 

The question turned upon section 30 of chapter 84 of the 
Consolidated Statutes of New Brunswick, which may be 
regarded for the present purpose as identical with 1 Vict. c. 28. 
Treating the case, then, as a decision on the latter statute, there 
are two points to be noticed in it. Hows, by whom the pay- 
ments were made, was in no way bound to make them by the 
mortgage deed of Wurre’s land, though by that deed he was 
entitled to make them; and it was sought to make his payments 
effectual in keeping the charge alive as against Wuire. The 
latter point was not regarded as causing any difficulty. Refer- 
ence was made to the principle laid down in Harlock v. Ashberry 
(supra) that the payment must be an admission of right, but it 
was pointed out that no discussion there took place of the ques- 
tion how far a payment by A. may be an admission of right 
against B. Mr. Mitimce regards this as a contradiction in 
terms, and in general, of course, an admission affects only the 
person who makes it. But, as we have seen, an acknowledg- 
ment under the statutes may have a wider operation. At any 
rate, the Privy Council considered themselves to be bound by no 
such principle, and their sole inquiry was whether Howe was a 
person who within the meaning of the statute could make a 
payment on Wuire’s mortgage. They held that he was, and a 
somewhat wider construction was adopted than that suggested 
either in Chinnery v. Evans or Harlock vy. Ashberry. It was 
pointed out that neither of these cases approached a decision 
that the word ‘‘ payment” in 1 Vict. c. 28 was to be construed 
as if it was actually followed by the words ‘‘ by the person by 
whom the same shall be payable or his agent.” ‘A wider 
range of exposition,” Lord Hosnovsr remarked, “is allowable, 
and has been taken. In expounding the word ‘payment’ 
learned judges have used such expressions as were calculated to 
shew in the case before them that the payment relied on was or 
was not the payment meant by the statute. In this case their 
lordships think it sufficient to say that payments made by a 
person who under the terms of the contract is entitled to make 
a tender, and from whom the mortgagee is bound to accept a 





tender, of money for the defeasance or ne tat of the 


mortgage, are payments which by section 30 (of the New | 
Brunswick statute) give a new starting point for the lapse of 
time.” This decision, then, enlarges the class of persons by 
whom the payment may be made, while it is directly opposed 
to the suggestion that a payment in order to affect at must 
be made by the person for the time being entitled to the land. 

It only remains to follow out the opposite doctrine advocated 
by Mr. Mit.ineg, that an acknowledgment can check the statute 
only as against the person who makes it, and he regards the 
true conclusion from this principle as being contained in the case 
of Newbould v. Smith (34 W. R. 690, 33 Ch. D. 127). This, in 
the article already referred to (ante, p. 573), he expresses in the 
following modified form :—‘‘ The payment of interest which shall 
suspend the operation of the statute upon the estate of a mort- 
gagor out of possession must be made by the person in posses- 
sion of the mortgaged lands in whose favour the statute is 
running, and the legal effect of the payment must be limited to 
the preservation of the lien of the mortgagee upon the land in 
his possession.” 

In order to understand how far this is borne out by New- 
bould v. Smith it is necessary to examine the circumstances of 
that case. In 1863 Newsoutp lent C. E. Surrn £430 on equit- 
able mortgage upon certain Property hy deposit of title deeds, 
In 1866 accounts were adjusted between them, and the sum due 
on the mortgage, after payment by Smrrn of £110, was stated 
to be £350. In 1878 Siru assigned his interest in the mort- 
gaged property to his nephews, B. Swirn and 8. Surru. 

After 1866 there was no evidence of payments by either C. E. 
Srru or his assignees except an entry in a diary kept by New- 
BouLD. This was under date the 10th of September, 1878, and 
was as follows :—‘“‘ Sarru, C. E., cash on account of rent and in- 
terest, £50,” the entry being among the receipts by Newsopip. 
In 1880 Newsou.p’s administratrix brought an action against the 
three Surrus claiming foreclosure or sale of the mortgaged pro- 
perty. The defendants pleaded the statute, and the only 
thing to take the case out of it was the above entry of £50. 
The decision of Norrn, J. (33 W. R. 690, 29 Ch. D. 882), went 
chiefly on the fact that the entry was not admissible as evidence 
in Newbould’s favour ; that of the House of Lords (14 App. Cas. 
423) on the ground that, even if admissible, there was nothing 
to connect it with the mortgaged property, and the latter tribunal 
refrained from expressing any opinion on the law as laid down 
in the Court of Appeal. The judgments there are certainly in 
Mr. Mituipce’s favour. Without adverting to the statute 1 
Vict. c. 28, and to the construction which has been placed upon 
its terms, the court seemed to think it sufficient to point out that 
at the time when the alleged payment was made the mortgagor 
was no longer the owner of the property. Thus Corton, L.J., 
said: ‘‘ In my opinion, even if in fact C. E. Sarr in September, 
1878, paid a sum in respect of interest on this mortgage, that 
would not be sufficient to prevent the statute running in favour 
of those to whom won 2 to this time he had transferred the 
property.” And Lryp.ey and Lorzs, L.JJ., expressed them- 
selves to the like effect. 

Of course the judgment is capable of explanation on the 
ground that the debt was after all merely a simple contract one, 
and was barred long before 1878. Consequently, although 
C. E. Smrrn could by his acknowledgment revive it, yet he was 
not, at the time of the alleged payment of interest, under any 
liability to pay. This would remove the case from the construc- 
tion of the statute adopted in Chinnery v. Evans, and the circum- 
stance was, indeed, mentioned by Linptey, L.J. But it is clear 
that the judgments do not rely upon it as distinguishing the case 
from Chinnery v. Evans, and it is curious that no allusion to that 
decision was made. Moreover, even = are reap was not a 

erson liable to pay, yet it is possible that he was a person 
rattled to pay within the construction adopted in Lewin v. Wilson 
(supra). In spite, therefore, of the attempts which have been 
made to explain away the judgments of the Court of A in 
Newbould v. Smith, it seems safe to say that the Lords Justices 
were under the impression that a payment to keep alive a mort- 
gage under 1 Vict. c. 28 must be made by a person for the time 
being interested in the equity of redemption of the mortgaged 
property, and upon this view of the law the case was decided. 





That it was erroneous has been, we think, sufficiently shewn. 
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Chinnery v. Evans, this still seems to us a direct decision to the 
contrary, and the principle for which he contends is not assisted 
by the theory of the nature of payment enunciated in Jarlock v. 
Ashberry. Granting that it must amount to an acknowledgment, 
yet Lewin v. Wilson (supra) and Re Frisby (38 W. R. 65, 43 Ch. D. 
106) follow Chinnery v. Evans’in establishing that the effect of the 
acknowledgment is not confined to the person making it. It has 
been suggested, indeed, that the result in Chinnery v. Evans 
depended on the circumstance that the mortgagor retained a 
part of the mortgaged property, but neither Lord Wesrsury 
nor Lord Cranworru relied at all on this, and all their reason- 
ing applies equally to the case where the whole equity of re- 
demption has been assigned. 

But the principle formulated by Mr. Mittipce goes beyond 
the dicta in Newbould v. Smith, and deprives of their efficacy 
payments made by a mortgagor, not only when he has ceased 
to be entitled to the equity of redemption, but also when he has 
lost possession of the land and the statute is running in favour 
of a stranger. With regard to this extension of the doctrine it 
is enough to say that it is opposed to a separate class of cases 
to which we have already called attention (ante, p. 588), of 
which Doe v. Eyre (17 Q. B. D. 366) is the chief. 

The result is that, wherever a mortgage exists upon land, and 
payments of interest are made by the mortgagor, it matters not 
that he has parted with his interest or has ceased to be in pos- 
session. Neither the possession of an assignee of the equity 
of redemption nor the possession of a stranger to the title will 
in-such a case avail against the mortgagee. This is undoubtedly 
an exception from the general theory of the law as to the effect 
of possession, but it is an exception which has been allowed in 
the interest of mortgagees; and should the matter ever come 
up again for decision we do not think that the principle laid 
down in Chinnery v. Evans will be departed from. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 


COLONIAL AND FOREIGN COMMISSIONS FOR OATHS 
IN ENGLAND. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A notion exists that affidavits for use in the supreme courts 
of the various British colonies may be properly taken before a com- 
missioner for oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in England, 
but it would seem that it is inaccurate. Such affidavits are returned 
to be sworn before a commissioner of the Supreme Court of the 
colony puarticularized. As the various books on oaths do not treat 
of the subject of such colonial commissions, and it is probably but 
little known, it may perhaps be useful to those who are professionally 
interested therein if some material information connected therewith 
is stated, and I would ask you, therefore, to give me an opportunity 
for the purpose. It is, perhaps, unnecessary to premise that the 
Lord Chancellor has no jurisdiction or authority to grant such com- 
missions for the colonies. The power thereunto is derived from 
numerous Acts and Ordinances of each colonial Legislature; and, 
stated generally, is vested by these statutes in either the Chief Justice 
or the Supreme Court of each colony, except in the various provinces 
of the Dominion of Canada where it is exercised by the Lieutenant- 
Governor in Council, and where the appointment partakes rather of 
the nature of a public Government one. In America it is vested in 
the Governor of each State of the Union. 

It may be noticed that in the larger number of instances these 
colonial commissions are not merely to administer oaths; they 
embrace, sometimes, the equivalent duties of a perpetual commis- 
sioner, of an examiner of witnesses, and of verifying documents and 
instruments for record and registration. American commissions, too, 
include some notarial acts. 

Thus the powers of the commissioner are of a very diverse 
character. Commissions for England are commonly granted to 
practising solicitors and notaries public only; but it must not be 
assumed that they are granted as of course, or that they are procured 
with as much ease as here: there are strict requirements to be com- 
plied with by applicants. It does not appear, however, to be an 
invariable requisite precedent that the applicant should be of a mini- 
inum number of years’ standing in his profession. 

To summarize in « general form, within the limits of this com- 
munication, the procedure necessary to lead to the grant of such a 
commission, it may be stated that the application should be made by 
way of petition to the Chief Justice of the colony fur which the 


Notwithstanding the criticism bestowed by Mr. MitripcE on | appointment is desired, or to the Supreme Court thereof, as the ca 











se 
may require; or if for a Canadian commission, to the Lieutenant- 
Governor of the Province in Council. It should state the applicant’s 
name, address, and description or quality in the heading thereof, and 
it should be divided into paragraphs setting forth (a) the applicant’s 
professional standing and experience, (b) the facts shewing the 
necessity for the desired appointment, and (c) any material state- 
ments which may be reasonably considered to support the prayer of 
the petition. 

It is preferable, asa general rule, that the petition should be lodged 
through a local agent, but it may be presented by the applicant 
direct, who in that case should enclose it to the registrar of the 
Supreme Court of the particular colony, or if for a Canadian com- 
mission to the secretary of the province, but preferably through the 
agent-general of the province, whose recommendation is sometimes 
required. Accompanying it there should bea statutory declaration 
or affidavit intituled in the matter of the petition, which should be 
exhibited or annexed thereto, verifying the statements contained 
therein. The oath or declaration should be taken or made before one 
of the commissioners of the colonial court ; the deponent or declarant 
should take care to be identified before the commissioner, who will 
add his certificate of the fact. This latter point is a precaution which 
may obviate delay and correspondence. 

It appears to be considered absolutely essential that the petition 
shoul be also accompanied by the signed recommendation of one of 
her Majesty’s judges of the Supreme Court here (probably the High 
Court of Justice is meant) or of the president for the time being of 
the Incorporated Law Society, or of a well-known Queen’s Counsel, 
and sometimes of a leading barrister also, or of the agent-general, 
to the effect that the applicant is of good repute, fully quali- 
fied to execute the duties of a commissioner, and a fit and proper 

erson to receive the appointment, together with a document signed 
by a person of position certifying the public necessity for the appoint- 
ment desired. 

For Canadian commissions, and American commissions also, the 
recommendation of a Government official here of high standing is 
sometimes accepted, other things being equal. Delay in the grant of 
commissions for some of the colonial supreme courts sometimes occurs, 
as the petition and documents in support are filed to be dealt with 
in turn on a vacancy occurring, the number of commissioners being 
limited. 

The fees payable on the issue of the commission vary very much; 
in some colonies there is no fee. The smallest fee charged is 10s. in the 
Supreme Court of South Australia, the largest is believed t6 be thirteen 
dollars—£2 13s. 4d. sterling—in the province of Ontario, Canada. In 
the large majority of instances where a fee is payable it may be assume1 
that it is usually £2 or under. The issue or refusal of the grant is 
in due course officially notified to the applicant. In many cases the 
appointment is also announced in the Government gazette. 

A tabular list of the chief supreme cour‘s, with particular informa- 
tion for each one, would, it is feared, occupy too much space ; but 
enough has been, perhaps, stated to indicate the initial steps to be 
taken. Gro. E, SoLomon. 

16, Narcissus-road, West Hampstead, N.W., July 11. 





ASSIGNMENT OF PORTIONS OF LEASEHOLD. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It is a matter of common practice, on the sale of portions of 
leaseholds held under one lease at an entire rent, to carry out the 
same by assignment at an apportioned rent with cross powers of dis- 
tress and entry. This course is sanctioned by Prideaux (14th ed., p. 
238) and also by Dart (6th ed., p. 148), and is frequently preferred to 
the simpler plan of underleasing. 

e are not able to see what good tke cross power of distress is, as 
it appears to be void under the Bills of Sale Acts, 1878 and 1882, 
especially after the decision in Stevens v. Marston (39 W. R. 129). 

As this is a matter of every-day practice, your views on the subject 
would be welcomed by us, and probably by the profession generally. 

July 6. SUBSCRIBERS. 





On the 10th inst. the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Bill was read a 
second time in the House of Lords. The Lord Chancellgy, in moving the 
second reading, said that its object was to amalgamate existing offices for 
the purpose of more economical working. If anything in the measure was 
objected to it would be dropped out.” The Bill passed through Committee 
on Tuesday. 


The London Gazette for the 10th inst. contains an order giving notice 
that the fees payable in the offices of the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery, 
and of the Lord Chancellor’s Secretary for Presentations, in Great Seal 
Patent Office, and to the Clerk of the Crown in Chancery, will in future 
be collected in cash, and not as hitherto by means of stamps. The 
order is issued by the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury, and is 
counter-signed by the Lord Chancellor. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


ALLCHURCH AND PARROTT v. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF 
HENDON UNION-—.No. 1, 9th July. 


Poor Rate—Separate Occupation or Parts or A Hovse—Srructurar 
SEVERANCE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional “ourt (A. L. Smith 
and Grantham, JJ:) on a specia) case stated for their opinion. A rate for 
the relief of the poor of the parish of Hendon was made on December 7, 
1889, and Allchurch and Parrott were jointly assessed and rated as joint 
occupiers of a certain house. The house contained nine rooms, four 
being on the ground-floor and five on the first-floor. The landlord does 
not reside in the house, or retain any control or dominion over it. The front 
door opens into a passage communicating with the ground-floor rooms, and 
also, by means of an internal staircase, with the first-floor rooms. Behind 
the house is a yard, which contams the only water-closet, and which is 
used in common by the occupiers of the ground-floor and first-floor. The 
yard is reached from the ground-floor by a door opening out of one of the 
rooms, and from the first-floor by an outside staircase communicating 
with one of the first-floor rooms. The occupier of. the first-floor and his 
family usually reached the street from the back yard by means of this 
external staircase, and did not make use of the internal staircase and front 
door. The only key of the front docr was held by the occupier of the 
ground-floor, and the only key of the door leading to the outside staircase 
by the occupier of the first-floor. Except the internal staircase there was 
no internal access between the ground and first-floors. Visitors for 
cither floor came to the front door and letters were left there, but the 
tenants of the first-floor never entered the ground-floor rooms, and vice 
versd. The ground-floor was let to Parrott, who had the exclusive use and 
occupation of it, and the first-floor to Allchurch, who had the exclusive 
use and occupation of it. Each tenant had a separate letting rent-book 
and key. The question was whether there was a separate occupation of the 
house so as to entitle Allchurch and Parrott to be separately, and not 
jointly rated. The court of quarter sessions decided in favour of a sepa- 
rate rating, and their decision was upheld by the Divisional Court. The 
assessment committee appealed, contending that in order to constitute a 
separate occupation there must be an absolute structural severance of the 
premises. 


Tur Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal and upheld the decision of the Divisional Court. Lord Esuzr, 
M.R., said that the argument for the appellants entirely depended on the 
question whether or not a structural severance was necessary in order to 
constitute separate occupation. The phrase ‘‘ structural severance’’ had 
been invented by the judges at a time when they were labouring to con- 
strue what occupation meant in various rating and franchise Acts. It was 
in common use for a long time, and the Legislature had been obliged, 
when dealing with the matter, to have regard to the phrase. They had 
accordingly done so, and they had entirely done away with the phrase. 
The doctrine of structural severance was absolutely exploded and gone, 
and had no force or validity whatever. Whenever the question of occupa- 
tion now arose, whether in order to determine a right or a liability, the 
occupation itself, and the thing occupied, must alone be regarded. In this 
case it was perfectly plain that what was occupied were a ground-floor and 
a first-floor, and they were undoubtedly occupied separately. Not an inch 
of the house was occupied jointly by these two persons. The staircase, if 
they used it in common, was not occupied jointly by them. If it was 
occupied at all it was occupied by their landlord. Therefore each occupier 
occupied separately something in respect of which he was liable to be rated, 
and each must be rated separately for it, and not both rated jointly for the 
whole house. Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—CovnskEL, Staveley Hill, 
Q.C., and Ernest Page; Lumley Smith, Q.C., and Bartley Dennis, Soxtct- 
tors, D. R. Soames; Warburton §& De Paula. 


Re ARNOTT—No. 2, 14th July. 


Lunacy—Powers or CoMMITTEE UNDER ORDER OF JuDGE—LEASE oF LAND 
or Lunatic—Grant or Easement—‘‘ Property’? or Lunatic—Lvunacy 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 5), ss. 120, 341. 


In this case a question arose as to the construction of section 120 of the 
Lunacy Act, 1890, which provides that ‘‘the judge may, by order, 
authorize and direct the committee of the estate of the lunatic to do all or 
any of the following things (inter alia): (d) grant leases of any property 
of the lunatic for building, agricultural, or other purposes.’’ By section 
341, ‘‘In this Act, if not inconsistent with the context, (inter alia) ‘ pro- 
perty ’ includes real and personal property, whether in possession, rever- 
sion, remainder, contingency, or expectancy, and any estate or interest, 
and any undivided share therein.’”’ In the present case the committee of 
the lunatic’s estate asked that he might be authorized to grant the right 
or easement of carrying water pipes through a strip of land belonging to 
the lunatic for a term of years. It was contended that this would be a 
lease of the easement, and that an easement came within the definition of 
**property,”’ as being an ‘‘interest’’ in property. 


Tue Court (Lrypiey and Lorrs, L.JJ.) intimated a strong opinion that 
the Act did not authorize that which was asked, and they said the better 
course would be to grant a lease of the strip of land. This would clearly 
be within the power conferred by section 120.—CovnseL, Warrington. 


THE CITY AND SOUTH LONDO¥ RAILWAY CO. v. THE LONDON 
COUNTY COUNCIL—No. 2, 10th July. ; 


Stratute—Construction—Impirep Repeat or Genera Act sy SpgctaL 
Act—Raruway Company—Locat Autnuortry—*‘ Buripine Lave.’’ 


The question in this case was, whether the special Act of a railway com~ 
pany had by implication repealed the provisions of section 75 of the 
Metropolis Local ment Act, 1862, as amended by the Local 
Government Act, 1888. The City and South London Railway Co. were 
empowered by their special Acts of 1884 and 1887 to construct an electric 
railway from King William-street to Stockwell. Section 4 of the Act of 
1887 provided that, ‘‘ subject to the provisions of this Act, the company 
may make and maintain, in the lines and according to the levels shewn on 
the deposited plans and sections, the subway hereinafter described, with 
all necessary approaches, tunnels, shafts, hydraulic lifts, buildings, works, 
machinery, and conveniences connected therewith, and may enter upon 
and take and use such of the lands delineated on the deposited plans and 
described in the deposited book of reference as may be required for that 
purpose.’ By section 27 the company were required not to make any 
approach to the subway, or any permanent tunnel, shaft, or other work, 
in such a manner as to interfere, after the completion tereof, with the 
carriage or footway of any street, nor to make more than two temporary 
shafts or openings in the surface of any street in the parish of St. Mary, 
Newington, without the consent of the Metropolitan Board of Works and 
of the vestry of the parish. The company acquired land at the corner of 
New-street and Kennington-park-road within the lines as shewn in the 
plans, and constructed thereon two shafts, in one of which was a spiral 
staircase, and in the other hydraulic lifts affording access to the under- 
ground platforms. Over te adjoining these shafts the company erected 
a station, part of which was beyond the general line of buildings, in 
contravention of the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1862. The con- 
sent of the London County Council was never obtained. On the 27th of 
June, 1890, the superintending architect of the London County Council, 
in pursuance of section 75 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, as 
amended by the Local Government Act, 1888, certified that the buildings 
of the railway company had been erected beyond the general line of 
buildings. If the company had acquired some other land, as they were 
empowered to do, adjoining the land which they actually did acquire, they 
could have erected a building equally convenient for the purposes of their 
undertaking within the building line. The London County Qouncil 
applied to a magistrate for an order for the demolition of so much of the 
station as was beyond the building line, and an order was made accord- 
ingly. The magistrate found that a station building at the corner of 
New-street was necessary, and convenient for the railway purposes ; that 
the station building, without reference to the provisions of the Act of 
1862, was a reasonably convenient building; that it was, however, not 
necessary for the purposes of the railway, that any part of the station 
buildings should be erected beyond the general line of buildings ; and that 
it was convenient only in that the company saved expense by acquiring 
less land. A divisional court (A. L. Smith and Grantham, JJ.) considered 
that the provisions of the special Act which authorized the company to 
erect buildings necessary for their undertaking impliedly repealed the 
general Act, and they reversed the decision of the magistrate. On the 
appeal Reg. v. Wycombe Railway Co. (L. R. 2 Q. B. 510), Fenwick v. East 
London Railway Co, (L. R. 20 Eq. 544), and Pugh v. Golden Valley Railway 
Co. (15 Ch. D. 330) were referred to. ; 

Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Linvuey, L.J., said that the question was, whether the special Act of 
1887 had authorized the railway company to build a station in the way in 
which they had constructed it, some portion of it projecting beyond. the 
building line. The Divisional Court held that it was impossible to read 
the special Act so as to make it consistent with the general Act. The 
question turned particularly upon the meaning of the word " necessary, 
and of the expression ‘‘as may be required for that purpose,”’ as in 
section 4 of the special Act. In his lordship’s opinion, the view of the 
Divisional Court was right. ‘‘Necessary’’ meant necessary for the 
undertaking, without reference to the locality, provided that the buildings 
or other authorized works were within the lines shewn on the deposited 
plans. The words ‘‘ as may be required for that purpose ’’ implied that 
the company were to be the judges of what they would require. If the 
court were to accede to the contention of the county council, it would be 
equivalent to telling the railway company that, though they had erected a 
building which was necessary for the purpose for which they were 
authorized to acquire land, it was nevertheless open to the county council 
to dictate to them precisely where the building was to be, and how it was 
to be erected. In his lordship’s opinion, provided that the building was 
necessary for the undertaking, and was within the scheduled lands, it was 
no answer for the county council to say that it might have been erected 
uite as conveniently for the purpose of the undertaking somewhere else. 

e matter was on A still plainer by certain limitations upon the powers 
of the railway company contained in the Act itself. The powers con- 
ferred by section 4 were declared to be subject to the provisions of the 
Act, and by section 27 the railway company were expressly prohibited 
from interfering with the street without the consent of the Board of 
Works; but that section contained no prohibition of building beyond 
the building line. The appellants had relied upon The Queen v. Wycombe 
Railway Co., and other cases; but those cases turned upon the necessity 
of the thing to be constructed. The court having found in this case that 
a station was necessary, there was no authority for compelling the com- 
pany to build their station on any particular spot. Fry, L.J., said that 
section 4 of the special Act was inconsistent with the general Act, unless 
it were to be read subject to a proviso that nothing contained in the 
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section should enable the ccmpany to build on land within the lines on 

















ene arabes 











624 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 18, 1891. 








the deposited plans, unless that land was also within the building line- 


defence to an action for the principal and interest of a loan. On the 27th 


The special Act ought not to be so altered in order to make it consistent | of April, 1880, the plaintiff lent to the defendant £425 on his personal 


with the general Act. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Lumley Smith, 


Q.C., and Cunningham Glen; Finlay, Q.C., and WW. Graham. Soutcrtors, | ditions of a written agreement. 


W, A. Blazland ; Fowler § Co. 


Re JANE DAVIS; 2: T. H. DAVIS; EVANS +. MOORE—No. 2, 15th 
July. 
Sratute or Lamrrations—ActTion: TO RECOVER LEeGAcy—Express Trust— 
Imptiep Trust—37 & 38 Vict. c. 57, 8. 8. 


The question in this case was, whether section 8 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 57), was a bar to an action 
against a personal representative in respect of a share of residue. 
Section 8 provides that ‘‘no action or other proceeding shall be 
brought to recover . any legacy, but within twelve years next 
after a present right to receive the same shall have accrued to some 
person capable of giving a discharge for or release of the same,”’ 
unless there has been part payment or payment of interest, or an ac- 
knowledgment in writing. This section reduces the period of limitation 
fixed by section 40 of the Act 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27 from twenty years to 
twelve years. Jane Davis, widow, by her will, dated the 13th of May, 
1848, gave and bequeathed all her moneys and securities for money and 
other her personal estate in manner following—viz., As to one-third part 
thereof to her son T. H. Davis absolutely ; as to another third part thereof 
to her son G. W. W. Davis absolutely ; and as to the remaining third part 
thereof unto and equally between her two grandchildren, H. A. Evans and 
M. V. Evans, children of her son-in-law, John Evans, absolutely, share 
and share alike. And the testatrix declared her will to be that John Evans 
should from time to time regulate and direct the mode in which, during 
the minority of her said grandchildren, their shares, and the income arising 
therefrom, should be invested, applied, or accumulated, and that neither 
he nor her executor should be answerable or accountable for any loss 
which might arise on the investments. And she appointed her son T. H. 
Davis sole executor of her will. The testatrix died on the 4th of January, 
1854. Her assets consisted in part of a share of the estate of her husband, 
who had died in 1825. A suit was instituted for the administration of his 
estate, and in that suit an order was made on the 20th of July, 1857, by 
which it was (inter alia) ordered that one-third part of certain specified 
sums should be paid to T. H. Davis as the legal personal representative of 
Jane Davis. And it was further ordered that the amount of certain 
dividends, interest, and income should be divided and paid on or after the 
31st of July in every year until further order, as follows :—One equal third 
part thereof to T. H. Davis, as the legal personal representative of Jane 
Davis, and the remaining two-thirds to other persons. It was admitted 
that T. H. Davis had assented to the legacies bequeathed by the will of Jane 
Davis. T. H. Davis died in July, 1888, having appointed W. E. Moore his 
executor. In January, 1891, an originating summons was issued by the 
two grandchildren of Jane Davis against Moore (as legal personal repre- 
sentative of Jane Davis and T. H. Davis), asking for a declaration that 'T’. H. 
Davis was, and that his estate was, liable to account for and make good to 
the plaintiffs one-third part of the dividends, interest, and income receive’ 
by him, as the legal personal representative of Jane Davis, under and in 
accordance with the order of the 20th of July, 1857, and that (if necessary) 
an account might be taken of the dividends, interest, and income so re- 
ceived, and for other consequential directions, and that the defendant might 
be ordered to pay to the plaintiffs the dividends, interest, and income in like 
manner received by him since the death of T. H. Davis. On this summons 
North, J., made an order directing an account to be taken of the dividends, 
interest, and income received by T. H. Davis, as executor of Jane Davis, 
under and in accordance with the order of the 20th of July, 1857, and by 
the defendant as executor of T. H. Davis since his death, or either of 
them, and directing an inquiry in what manner T. H. Davis and the 
defendant had applied the dividends, interest, and income so received. 
North, J., held that there was a trust, and that section 8 did not apply. 
The defendant appealed, on the ground that section 8 applied, snd that 
the &ccount onght to have been limited to moneys received within twelve 
years prior to the issue of the summons. It was argued for the plaintiffs 
that an express trust was created by the will, or, at any rate, by the order 
of the 20th of July, 1857, and that, even if that were not so, the executor, 
having assented to the legacy, became a trustee of the money which he 
afterwards received, and that m equity this was sufficient to prevent the 
statutory bar. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
holding that the account must be limited to twelve years. Linpury, L.J., 
was of opinion that no express trust was created either by the will of Jane 
Davis or by the order of the 20th of July, 1857, and that by the summons 
the plaintiffs were doing nothing more than claiming payment of a legacy 
from the executor’s estate. Only express trusts were excepted from the 
operation of the statute. A legacy did not cease to be a ‘‘legacy’’ within 
the meaning of section 8 because it was accompanied by some implied 
trust. In a certain sense an executor was always a trustee. But the only 
way of avoiding the protection of the statute was to prove that the executor 
was a trustee on an express trust. That had not been proved in the 
present case, and the defendant was entitled to the protection of section 
8. Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunser, Haldane, Q.C.,and Pauli ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and B. B. Rogers. Soicrrors, Wilde, Berger, § Co. ; 
Clayton, Sons, §& Fargus. 


REEVES ». BUTCHER—No. 2, 10th July. 


Sratvute or Liwirations—Loan ror Term or Years—Power To CA IN 
PrinctpaL on Deravutt 1x Payment oF INTEREST. 


The question in this case was, whether the Statute of Limitations was a 


security for a term of five years at seven per cent. interest, upon the con- 
By the agreement the defendant agreed 
| to pay the interest regularly by quarterly payments. And the plaintiff 
| agreed that she would not call in the ope sum or any part thereof 
| during the term of five years from the date of the agreement if the defend- 
| ant should duly and regularly pay the interest, But, in case the defend- 
ant should make default in payment of any quarterly payment of interest 
| for twenty-one days next after it should become payable, it should be law- 
| ful for the plaintiff immediately on the expiration of the twenty-one days 
| to call in and demand payment of the principal, and all interest then 
| owing or accruing in respect thereof. The defendant never made any 
payment of interest and the principal was not paid. On the 13th of 
February, 1891, the action was commenced to recover the principal and 
interest. The defendant relied on the Statute of Limitations as a defence. 
A divisional court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) held that the defence was a 
valid one, on the authority of Kemp v. Garland (4 Q. B. 519), in which the 
circumstances were similar, the ground of the decision being that the 
plaintiff might have brought the action on the expiration of twenty-one 
days from the first default in payment of interest. 

Tur Court (Linptey, Fry, and Lorrs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision.— 
CounseL, McCall, Q.C., and Morton Smith ; Loehnis. Soxircrrors, Goldring ; 
Marsland, Hewitt, §& Urquhart. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re V. SHELTON (Deceased), CHANCELLOR v. BROWN—Chitty, J., 
9th July. 


Marriep Woman—SeparaTe Property—MarriacGe SerrLemMENT—AFTER- 
Acaqutrep Property Cravsr—Covenant By Hvssanp oNLY—MARRIED 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, ss. 5, 19. 


In this case the question arose whether a legacy given to a married 
woman was bound by a covenant by her husband and herself to settle her 
after-acquired property, the covenant being contained in a settlement made 
on her marriage. The lady was married in 1880, when an infant. The 
legacy was given to her absolutely by a testator who died about the year 
1889 or 1890, and was in July, 1890, paid by the executors of the will to 
the trustees of the settlement. In December, 1890, the lady was divorced. 
She submitted that she was entitled to disaffirm the settlement, and that 
the legacy was her separate property. 

Curtry, J., said that the payment to the trustees operated as a reduction 
in possession by the husband. That being so, the husband was bound to 
perform his covenant and settle the legacy. ‘That the legacy did not pass 
to the wife as her separate property under the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, was settled by the case of Hancock v. Hancock (36 W. R. 416, 
38 Ch. D. 78), where, under similar circumstances to those of the present 
case, it was held by the Court of Appeal that section 19 of the Act operated 
as a modification of section 5, and that the husband’s covenant bound the 
wife’s property. In Hancock v. Hancock the lady herself had made no 
covenant with respect to her property. That, however, was not a circum- 
stance which distinguished that case from the present, for the result was 
the same whether the lady was alleged to be not bound because she was 
not a contracting party, or whether she was alleged to be not bound 
because she could disaffirm the contract. He was bound to follow the 
decision of the Appeal Court. He held that the legacy had been rightly 
paid to the trustees.—CounsgL, Byrne, Q.C., and Leonard Field ; Bathurst ; 
E. 8. Ford ; Begg; Alfred Roscoe. Sottcrrors, Billinghurst, Wood, § Pope ; 
Duffield & Bruty ; Robins, Burges, Hay, Waters, § Lucas ; Keighly, Arnolds, 
§ Higgs ; Walker, Son, § Field. 


GENERAL AUCTION ESTATE, &c., CO. (LIM.) ». SMITH—Stirling, J., 
9th July. 
Company —Trapinc Company —Impitrep Power to Borrow—EquitTaBLe 


Mortrcace—Mortcace To Director TO SECURE ANTECEDENT DEBT AND 
FURTHER ADVANCE. 


The question in this case was as to the validity of a security taken from 
the above-named company by a director who had advanced moneys to the 
company. The plaintiff company was incorporated in 1864 under the 
Companies Act, 1862. Its material objects, as defined by the memo- 
randum of association, were the disposing of estates, houses, and all 
descriptions of property by public auction or private contract, the letting 
and general management of houses and lands, the granting of advances 
on property intended for sales and loans on the deposit of securities, the 
discounting of commercial bills, and the purchase of houses and lands. 
By the 55th article of the articles of association, which were similar to 
those in Table A. in the 1st schedule to the Companies Act, 1862, the 
directors were empowered to manage the company, an@ to exercise all 
such powers of the company as were not required to be exercised by the 
company in general meeting. There was nothing either in the memo- 
randum or articles of association as to the power of the company or of 
the directors to borrow. The company carried on business under this 
memorandum, and, amongst other things, they discounted bills to a very 
considerable extent ; and it appeared from the evidence that the company 
was in the habit of receiving sums of money on deposit, usually repay- 
able on a week’s, a month’s, or three months’ notice, and even in some 
special cases on demand. The whole of the money so received was paid 
into the general banking account of the company, and was used solely 


for the purposes of’ the company as defined by the memorandum of 





association. 


In April, 1887, the executors of a Mr. Thunder were 
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pressing the company for the return of a deposit of £700, which had been 
made by the deceased ; and other creditors were pressing for payment of 
their claims. The company being in need of money to pay off these 
claims, the defendant, Mr. Robert Thomas Smith, who was a depositor 
with the company, and also one of its directors, proposed to the directors 
to advance a sum of £722, to be secured, together with a debt already due 
to him by the company, by an equitable mortgage on certain real estate 
belonging to the company. The proposal was accepted by the company, 
and a resolution authorizing the secretary was passed by the board, and 
thereupon an equitable mortgage was given in favour of a son of the 
defendant, since dead, and whose legal personal representative was the 
defendant. The company had since been ordered to be wound up, and 
the depositors in the company at the commencement of the winding up 
had all been admitted as creditors of the company ; but, notwithstanding 
this fact, the present action was brought by the liquidator to set aside the 
security given to Mr. Smith. It was contended, on behalf of the 
liquidator, that the company had no power to borrow, and that, conse- 
quently, the security which the directors had purported to give was 
invalid; and that even if there were a power to borrow, that power had 
not been properly exercised. As to this it was answered, on behalf of the 
defendant, that the company was a trading company, and that a power to 
borrow money was necessarily incidental to the company in the course and 
conduct of its business. 
Srrruine, J., said that, in his opinion, the company was a trading com- 
pany, and that the question, then, was whether a trading company had 
power to borrow when there was no express authority for the purpose 
either in the memorandum or articles of association. There were authori- 
ties upon the subject. In the case of The Australian Auziliary Steam 
Clipper Co. (Limited) v. Mounsey (4K. & J. 733) the clause as to the powers 
of the directors was very similar to the clause in the present articles. In 
that case the Vice-Chancellor (Sir W. Page-Wood) said (at p. 741): ‘‘I 
find no clause in the articles of association directing how money is to be 
raised for carrying on the business of the company, yet every concern of 
this description requires money from time to time for the purpose of carry- 
ing iton. And nothing being specified as to borrowing, the measures to 
be adopted for that purpose are precisely those which it would fall within 
the province of the directors to take, until checked by some regulation of 
the company in general meeting, as prescribed by the 55th clause of the 
articles of association.”” That was an authority that a shipping company 
without any express power could borrow money for the purposes of the 
company. Then, in Bryon v. Metropolitan Saloon Omnibus Co. (3 De G. & J. 
123) a similar point arose. In that case there was no express power of 
borrowing, and a special resolution was passed by a majority of the share- 
holders authorizing the directors to borrow money on debentures of the 
company. A bill was then filed by certain of the shareholders to prevent 
such borrowing, as being ultrd vires ; but Turner, L.J., in affirming the 
decision of Kindersley, V.C., held that what was sought to be restrained 
was perfectly legal. The cases of Ie International Life Assurance Society, 
Gibbs and West's case (Lu. R. 10 Eq. 312) and Ex parte Pitman and Edwards 
(12 Ch. D. 707) were authorities that a trading company had an implied 
power if nothing was said expressly in the memorandum or articles of 
association. It was a well-established rule that, as regarded trading 
partnerships, a partner had power to borrow for the purpose of the part- 
nership business. The ground of the rule was that the exigencies of 
commerce rendered necessary the existence of such a power. The learned 
judge, therefore, came to the conclusion that there was a power of borrow- 
ing in the company. But it was then said that the power of borrowing 
had not been properly exercised, and that the company had really carried 
on the business of bankers. But the company had only received money 
for short terms on loan. It might be that the effect was to bring into the 
concern more working capital, but the case of Bryin v. Metropolitan Saloon 
Omnibus Co, shewed that that was not a real objection to the exercise of 
the power, as did also the authorities given in Lindley on Partnership and 
Companies, pp. 191, 192. It did not appear that the cases referred to 
were intended to be overruled by anything that was laid down by Lord 
Selborne, C., in Blackburn Benefit Building Society (22 Ch. D. 61), or in 
Baroness Wenlock v. River Dee Co. (36 Ch. D. 675). The cases seemed to 
shew that such a borrowing as had taken place in this case was properly 
incidental to the course and conduct of the business for its proper pur- 
poses. The company could therefore borrow money, repay it, and give a 
security for the advance: Ie Patent File Co. (6 Ch. App. 83). The security, 
therefore, given to the defendant was valid, and the action failed, and 
must be dismissed, with costs.—Covunsex, Clare and C. E. Bovill ; Hastings, 
Q.C., and R. H. C. Kent. Souscrrors, W. Eley; G. Whale. 


Re WYATT, WHITE +. ELLIS—Stirling, J., 8th July. 


Cuose 1x Action—AsstGNMENT— Notice to One or Severat Trustres— 
Svunseavent Incumprances—Dvuty or TRUSTEE TO ANSWER INquIRY— 
Deatu or Trustee wHo nap Notice—Prioriry. 


By a marriage settlement dated the 14th of July, 1864, the share of the 
wife in the proceeds of sale of real estate directed to be converted by her 
grandfather’s will was settled. The settlement was executed under cir- 
cumstances which shewed that S., one of the two trustees of the will, had 
notice of it. The husband and wife subsequently mortgaged the wife’s 
share under the will without disclosing the settlement. The mortgagees, 
before advancing their money, inquired of both trustees of the will 
whether there were any existing incumbrances. In answer to their 
inquiries 8. referred them to the will; the other trustee replied that he 
knew of no incumbrance upon the share. The mo s then gave 
formal notice of their mortgages to both trustees, but S. did not acknow- 


certificate disallowed any claim under the settlement. This was a summons 
by the trustees of the settlement to vary the certificate. Feces 
Srreumc, J., said that Smith v. Smith (2 Cr. & Mee. 231) and Wiiles v. 
Greenhill (4 De G. F. & J. 147) were distinct authorities that notice to one 
of several trustees gives priority. "Whether there was not any duty on the 
of S. to answer the inquiry of the intending mortgagees (and accord- 
ing to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Lew v. Bouverie, ante, p. 
558, it seemed there was not), the mortgagees had been content to e 
their mortgages in the absence of any information from him. They, 
therefore, acquired no better title than their mortgagors could confer, and 
the settlement was entitled to priority ; and: such priority was not taken 
away by the death of 8.—Counse1, Hastings, Q.C., and S. B. L. Druce ; 
Rigby, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford ; Jason &mith and Spence. Soxscrrors, Fardell 
§ Canning; Taylor, Son, § Humbert ; Robinson §& Burges ; Budd, Johnson, § 
Jecks. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. CHAPMAN—9th July. 


Revenve—Dvtt1es on Accounts—‘‘ PROPERTY PASSING UNDER VOLUNTARY 
SETTLEMENT ’’—APPOINTMENT UNDER PoWER CREATED BY SETTLEMENT— 
Customs AND INLAND Revenve Acts (44 Vicr. c. 12 s. 38 (c); 52 Vier. 
c. 7, 8. 11. 

This was a case heard on information and demurrer which raised a 
question as to the liability to duty in lieu of legacy duty of property the 
subject of an appointment made under a power created by a marriage 
settlement where the appointee was not within the marriage consideration 
and the settlement (not the deed of appointment) reserved a life interest 
to the setilor. The main contention on the part of the defendant was 
that the property passed under the deed of appointment, and not under 
the original settlement. The facts sufficiently appear from the considered 
judgment of 

Tue Court (Denman and Writs, JJ.), which was delivered by Wi11s, 
J.—By a marriage settlement dated the 30th of August, 1843, Hester 
Fitzgerald (then Hester Haddan) transferred to certain trustees a sum of 
£1,056 16s. 1d. Three per Cent. Consolidated Bank Annuities upon trust (so 
far as is material) to pay the income thereof to the said Hestex for life 
for her separate use without power of anticipation, and after her death to 
John Fitzgerald the intended husband for life, and after the determination 
of both life estates for the benefit of the children of the marriage as might 
be appointed in manner therein specified, and in default thereof for the 
benefit of such children, and failing those trusts upon trust for such person 
or persons as the said Hester Fitzgerald might notwithstanding coverture 
appoint. In the events which happened the last-mentioned power of 
appointment became operative, and under it the said Hester litzgerald, on 
the 30th of August, 1848, executed a deed whereby she appointed the said 
trust funds after her own and her husband’s deaths to and for the benefit 
of her niece Elizabeth Chapman. The proceeds of the sale of certain real 
property became, under the provisions of the marriage settlement of 1843, 
subject to the trusts applicable to the said sum of Consolidated Bank 
Annuities, and were included in the trust funds so appointed as aforesaid 
to Elizabeth Chapman. The said John Fitzgerald died in 1879 and the 
said Hester Fitzgerald in 1888. The question is whether, under the 
Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881 (44 Vict. c. 12), s. 38, sub-section 
(c), as amended by the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1889 (52 Vict. 
c. 7), 8. 11, the duties mentioned in section 38 were payable on the death of 
Hester Fitzgerald in respect of the personal property, which then passed, 
by virtue of the two deeds in question, to Elizabeth Chapman. The 
44 Vict. c. 12, s. 38, sub-section (c), renders liable to duty ‘‘ any property 
pecsing under any past or future voluntary settlement made by any person 

y deed or any other instrument not taking effect as a will whereby an 

interest in such property for life is reserved to the settlor.”” Words not 

affecting the present case have been omitted. The 52 Vict. c. 7, s. 11, 

enacts that “‘ the description of property” comprised in the above words 

‘‘ shall be construed as if the expression ‘ voluntary settlement’ included 

any trust, whether expressed in writing or in favour of a volunteer, and, if 

contained in a deed or other instrument affecting the settlement, whether 
such deed or other instrument was made for valuable consideration or not 
as between the settlor and any other person.’’ Elizabeth Chapman was 
clearly a volunteer within the meaning of this enactment. If the deed of 

1848 be regarded, the proposition is self-evident; if the marriage 

settlement be regarded, she is not within the consideration of the % 

and therefore a volunteer—see Re Cameron v. Wells, decided by Kay, J., 

36 W. R. 5, 37 Ch. D. 32—and the expression ‘‘ voluntary settlement”? in 

the 44 Vict. c. 12, s. 38, sub-section (c), therefore, so far as it applies to this 

case, includes a trust in her favour in whichever deed contained. But in 
order that the duty may be payable it is necessary that the settlement 
should be one by which a life estate shall have been reserved to the settlor, 
and, therefore, since the deed of appointment reserved nothing to the 
appointor, the duty is not payable unless within the meaning of the sub- 
section the property in question ‘‘ passed under” the deed of 1843. The 
expression “‘ passed under”’ is not a phrase of art in the same strict sense 
in which “ devise,” “ grant,” “ estate in fee,” ‘‘ remainder,” and a host 
of others having exact and uniform technical significations would be 
properly so termed. It is a phrase of a comprehensive nature, and we 
think it may fairly be used in respect not only of dispositions which are 
affected by the words of the instrument creating them, but of those which 
are affected by the subsequent execution of a power created by the 
instrument in question. A deed of appointment would do nothing of 
itself, and only owes its validity to the instrument creating the power. It 





ledge the notice. S. afterwards died, and a new trustee was appointed. 
Tn an action to administer the estate of the testator, the chief clerk by his 





is, surely, under such circumstances, no stretch of language to say that 
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the right to direct the application of which is affected by deed B. 


passes wider (not by) deed A. When we lovk at the objects of the Act 


theré seems to’be strong reason for such a construction. The end aimed 


-at seems to be to insure that the equivalent to legacy duty shall be 


payable where various devices might, and otherwise would, be resorted to, 
which would enable a person beneficially interested practically to make a 
will without liability to legacy duty. Here legacy duty would have been 
payable if this property had belonged in the ordinary way to Mrs. Fitz- 
gerald, and had been by her will left to Elizabeth Chapman. But instead 
of having an absolute proprietary right she had practically the same 
thing in the shape of a general power of appointment. By exercising 
that power she effected the same result as if she had made a will. It 
pent be a hardship upon persons who have to pay legacy duty if, 
because the whole beneficial interest in the property existed in the form of 
the right to exercise a general power of appointment to take effect on the 
death of the donee of the power, no duty equivalent to legacy duty should 
be payable upon the devolution ofthe property to the person to whom it 
was appointed. We have been urged to regard the language of the sub- 
rection as used in a popular sense, and without reference to English 
doctrines as to the relation between deeds containing powers and interests 
created by the exercise of the powers, on the ground that the Act applies 
to the whole of the United Kingdom. In what has been said, we have 
done so ; for the observation that the appointment would have no effect 
but for the power certainly cannot be affected by any peculiarity of 
Scotch law. Te there exists, whether in Scotland or anywhere else, the 
possibility of creating and exercising a power, this amount and kind of 
relationship between the instruments by which the power came into 
being, and that by which it was exercised, must exist. But we doubt 
whether in the present instance the argument is a sound one. Charlton v. 
The Attorney-General (27 W. R. 921, 4 App. Cas. 427), was a case under the 
Succession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict. c. 51), s. 4, and was in the House of 
Lords. Section 4, which, like the present Act, applies to Scotland as well 
as to England and Ireland, speaks of a general power of appointment, and 
of the exercise of such a power. Not only in Charlton v. The Attorney- 
General, but also in Lord Braybrooke’s case (9 H. L. Cas. 150) and in 
Floyer’s case (ibid. 477), and in Smythe’s case (ibid. 497), the English 
doctrine that the appointment is to be read into the instrument 
creating the power was applied in construing the section in question 
of the Succession Duty Act. The law lords who were concerned in 
those various decisions were Lords Campbell, Kingsdown, Wensleydale, 
Cranworth, Cairns, Hatherley, and Selborne. We take this fact to be 
retty nearly conclusive that no substantial difference between the law of 
tland and that of England on the matter affecting this question has 
ever been pointed out; and if the House of Lords on three several 
occasions has applied in respect of succession duty the principle that the 
interest cemed| y the power must be treated as arising under the deed 
creating the power, there would be abundant justification for our apply- 
ing it toa question arising under the 44 Vict. c. 12. We think it ought to 
be so applied, and, for the reasons already given, we think it clear that 
without resort to that doctrine the Crown is equally entitled to judgment. 
The costs will follow as a matter of course.—CounseL, Sir R. E. Webster, 
A.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Meadows White, Q.C., and Tyrrell Paine. 
Souscrrors, The Solicitor” of Inland Revenue ; White, Borrett, § Co. 


Re THE DUTY UPON THE BOOTHAM STRAYS, YORK—Q. B. Div., 
30th June and 9th July. 


InLanp Revenve—Corporation Duty—Exemptions—Customs AND INLAND 
Revenve Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vicr. c. 51), s. 11, suB-secrion (2). 


Case stated by consent, the facts being fully set out in the written judg- 
ment of the court. 

The judgment of Tuz Cover was read by Denman, J.—This case | 
was stated in order to obtain a decision as to the liability of three 
a. being ‘‘ pasture-masters’’ of lands known as ‘‘ the Bootham 

ard Strays’’ in York, to account for duty in respect of such 
lands, alleged to be assessed in pursuance of the Customs and In- 
land Revenue Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 51). By that Act, section 11, 
after reciting that certain property, by reason of its being invested in 
bodies corporate, escaped liability to probate, legacy, or succession duties, 
and that it was expedient to impose a duty thereon, imposed a duty of 
five per cent upon the annual value, income, or profits of such property 
after certain deductions, and subject to exemption from such duty in 
favour of property of certain descriptions, enumerated under seven dis- 
tinet heads, two of which only are relied upon in the present case. Prior 
to 1763 the freemen of the City of York had posse rights of common 
over waste and inclosed lands. In 1763 an Act was passed under the pro- 
visions of which allotments, known as ‘‘ the York Strays,’”’ were made to 
the mayor and commonalty in trust for the freemen of the several wards 
of the city, including Bootham Ward. These allotments, in accordance 
with the Act, were made to the mayor and commonalty ‘‘ in trust for the 


. freemen of the said city from time to time inhabiting in ancient messuages 


within Bootham Ward,” and 91 acres were so allotted as compensa- 
tion for the said freemen’s rights. The Act provided that one share of 
the common so set out should “‘for ever thereafter be held and enjoyed 
by the freemen of the said city from time to time inhabiting in ancient 
messuages within Bootham Ward in severalty in lieu of such their right of 
common.” The Act also contained a provision that, for the effectual re- 
pairing of a certain highway leading from York to and over Clifton- 
common, which was to be maintained by the mayor and commonalty in 
trust for the freemen, the commissioners should allot in trust for the free- 
men inhabitants of Bootham Ward a portion of the common which they 
should deem adequate to the charge of for ever keeping in repair such part 





_ of the highway as should be carried through the said freemen’s allotment, 
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and it provided as follows: ‘‘ And such pasture-masters shall also demise 
and let the land so to be allotted from year to year for the best rent that 
can be got for the same, and apply such rent, or so much thereof as shall 
be needful, in the repairs.’’ All right of common was to be extinguished 
on the execution of the award of allotment. By the award, made in 1764, 
the commissioners awarded 91 acres and 18 perches in compensation for 
the common rights—as to which the first question of liability arises. They 
also awarded 8 acres and 32 perches ‘‘to the intent and purpose that 
the pasture-masters of Bootham Ward might, by and out of the 
rents and profits thereof, maintain and keep in repair so much of 
the public highway as should be carried through the allotments awarded 
in trust for such freemen, as aforesaid, in lieu of their common rights.’’ 
The liability to assessment in respect of these 8a. Or. 32p. was the second 
matter in dispute. From time immemorial up to 1632 the freemen 
inhabiting in Bootham Ward had enjoyed certain common rights over 


‘another common adjoining Clifton Common, called Hungtington Common, 


and the lord of the manor agreed with the mayor and commonalty to 
convey one-fourth of the soil then inclosed to the use of the mayor, to be 
set out in severalty in satisfaction of the right claimed by the city in the 
Common of Hungtington, and 60 acres, now known as ‘‘ The Intack,”’ 
was inclosed in accordance with that agreement, and (except as to part 
compulsorily taken by the North-Eastern Railway Co.) ‘‘ the freemen and 
inhabitants of Bootham Ward’’ had, ever since 1632, enjoyed the exclu- 
sive pasturage of ‘‘'The Intack,’’ and that for many years past, and, as it 
is believed, from 1632, the allotment of 91a. Or. 18p. and the Intack had 
been held together ‘‘ for the benefit of the freemen of Bootham Ward.’’ 
The case states that ‘‘all freemen inhabiting in Bootham Ward’’ had, 
prior to the Act, the right of common in Clifton, and that, after the pass- 
ing of the Act and award, these rights were transferred to the allotment 
of 9la. Or. 18p., and were exercised under the control of the pasture- 
masters as theretofore at certain moderate fixed charges, and that ‘‘ the 
rights of the aforesaid freemet over the Intack remained unaffected by 
the said Act andaward.’’ In, and prior to, 1836: each of the aforesaid 
freemen was entitled to a right of pasturage over the 91 acres for three 
head of cattle for 10s. for each cow and 12s. for each horse, but the 
charges are now determined annually by the pasture-masters, who do not 
increase the charge without the consent of the freemen. Up to the year 
1850 the payments made for the repair of the highway, wages, and other 
incidental expeuses in connection with the Strays absorbed the receipts ; 
but in 1850, there being a balance, a resolution was passed at a meeting of 
the freemen inhabiting in Bootham Ward “ that such of the poor freemen 
and freemen’s widows as should not exercise their right of pasturage be 
paid 5s. each on or before the 1st of July next.’’ Since that year similar 
resolutions have been passed, and in 1888 a total sum of £300 was paid to 
freemen and widows. The annual balance of receipts over expenditure 
has of late years largely increased, owing partly to the increase in the 
rents of lands let, and partly to the fact that a portion of the allotments 
and of the Intack, valued at £4,428 10s., have been compulsorily taken by 
the North-Eastern Railway Co., and the company having, in reduction of 
that sum, given a piece of land eyntaining 9a. 2r. 28p. to the mayor, &c., 
in trust for the freemen, valued at £1,154, the sum of £122, less income 
tax, has been annually received by the pasture-masters as interest on the 
balance, which is not yet paid. The receipts of the pasture-masters are 
derivable solely from (1) the lands allotted by the award ; (2) the lands taken 
in exchange for the lands taken by the North-Eastern Railway Co. ; (3) 
the Intack ; (4) from the interest on the balance due from the railway com- 
pany ; and all payments made, other than those to freemen and freemen’s 
widows, are payments incidental to the office or duties of pasture-masters. 
In order to ascertain whether all or any of the property here in question 
falls within the exceptions relied upon, it is nece to form an opinion 
as to the exact meaning of the enactments conferring those exemptions. 
The first of these, numbered (2) in clause 11 of 48 & 49 Vict. c. 51, is as 
follows :—‘‘ Property which, or the income or profits whereof, shall be 
legally appropriated and applied for the benefit of the public at large, or 
of any county, shire, borough, or place, or the ratepayers or inhabitants 
thereof, or in any manner expressly prescribed by Act of Parlia- 
ment.’’ It was contended for the Commissioners of Inland Revenue — 
we think correctly—that in order to bring the case within this exemption 
the income or profits of the property must not only be legally appropriated, 
but actually applied to the benefit of the places or persons to whose bene- 
fit it is by law appropriated, so that, for example, if the corporation, being 
trustees of the property for the benefit of the inhabitants of the city, chose 
to apply it for the benefit of the inhabitants of a suburb not within the 
city, no exemption could be claimed. Reading the whole of the sections 
together, we think that the words, ‘‘ in any manner expressly prescribed 
by Act of Parliament,’’ are satisfied where there.is an Act of Parliament 
which an the income of property vested in the corporation as 
trustees, for the benefit of any ascertained class of persons, though it may 
not contain any specific provisions as to the exact mode in which such 
income is to be dealt with. If, therefore, the property in question has 
been honestly applied for the benefit of the class intended@ by the Act of 
Parliament, we think it will be entitled to exemption, and that it matters 
not whether the class intended be one of those expressly enumerated in 
the exempting clause, or any other class defined by the Act, in whose 
favour such a trust can exist. If this is so, it is immaterial to consider 
whether the mayor and commonalty as trustees have managed the property 
in question in any particular manner, provided they have applied the pro- 
ceeds honestly for the benefit of the class of persons entitled. It was 
argued that in the present case the income of the 91 acres had not been 
so applied, because the Act of 1763 only authorized its application to a 
limited portion of the freemen-—-namely, those inhabiting ancient 
mess s—whereas the whole of the freemen inhabitants had been treated 
as entitled to the benefit of such income. But the case does not appear to 
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us to raise any such difficulty, for it states that the freemen of the several 
wards are described indifferently as ‘‘ freemen inhabitants’’ ‘‘ freemen 
occupiers of houses,’ and ‘‘ freemen inhabiting in ancient poe” 
We think that the pasture-masters cannot be said to have misapplied the 
income of the lands allotted under the Act of Parliament in lieu of common 
rights; but that they have applied it in ‘‘ the manner expressly prescribed 
by the Act’’ and award—namely, for the benefit of the ‘‘ freemen inhabi- 
tants ’’—and that they are, therefore, entitled to exemption, under head 2, 
in respect of that property. With regard to the 8a. Or. 32p., we also think 
that they are entitled to rely on the second exemption. No 
doubt the Act contemplated that this land was to be let at 
a rent, and the rent be taken as compensation for the 
repair of the highway. A fee or charge has been taken for 
each head of cattle turned out; no profit has been made 
by the corporation, but any surplus of the receipts of the 
property held in trust for the freemen inhabitants over necessary 
expenditure, has been paid to those freemen and freemen’s widows 
who have not contributed to the funds by turning out their cattle. 
This appears to us to be an application of the profits of the land, which 
falls within sub-section 2, as being within the words ‘‘in a manner ex- 
pressly prescribed by Act of Parliament ’’—namely, for the benefit of the 
‘* freemen inhabitants ’’ of the city. We think also that the proceeds of 
that part of the land which was compulsorily taken by the North-Eastern 
Railway Co. are profits legally appropriated and applied ‘‘in manner ex- 
pressly prescribed by Act of Parliament.’’ Until such lands were taken by 
the railway company they were on all fours with the 91 acres and the 8 acres. 
When taken they were impressed with the trusts applicable to those por- 
tions of land. The 9a. 2r. 28p. are impressed with the same trust, and the 
proceeds applied in the same manner. It was, therefore (we think rightly), 
not seriously contended by the commissioners that any distinction could 
be made as regards the moneys received from the railway and the 91 acres, 
and we are of opinion that in this case also the exemption is made out. 
With regard to the Intack, and that part of it which was compulsorily 
taken by the railway company, and so much of the interest as arises from 
the portion of the Intack compulsorily taken, we are of opinion that no 
exemption can be claimed, either in respect of such interest or in respect 
of the Intack lands still vested in the mayor and commonalty. No Act of 
Parliament applies to the last-mentioned sources of income, nor do they 
come within any of the exemptions conferred by sub-section 2. . They are 
not ‘‘ income or profits legally appropriated for the benefit of the public at 
large, or of any county, shire, or place, or the ratepayers or inhabitants 
thereof.’’ It was said they were exempt under sub-section 3, as being 
‘‘ legally appropriated for a charitable purpose.’’ We think the case of 
Reg. v. The Commissioners of Income Tax (37 W. R. 294, 22 Q. B. D. 296) is 
an authority against the exemption in this case. The test there applied 
by the majority of the court was whether the profits are “‘ given in trust to 
be expended in assisting people to something considered by the donor to 
be for their benefit, and which assistance the donor intends shall be given 
to people who, in his opinion, cannot without such assistance, by reason of 
poverty, obtain that benefit, and wherethe intention of the donor is to 
assist such poverty as the substantial cause of his gift’’ {yer Lord Esher, 
M.R., at p. 308). The Income Tax Act has a somewhat different purview, 
and in the section construed by the Court of Ap uses somewhat dif- 
ferent language from the section now under consideration. But the dif- 
ference is entirely in favour of the construction we have put upon the 
phrase “‘ charitable purposes.” It appears to us impossible to that 
the arrangement, which had the effect of giving the ae of the Intack 
to the freemen inhabitants of York, was either intended or had any ten- 
dency to benefit those who would benefit by it because of their poverty. 
The Intack was given in exchange for common rights enjoyed by a class 
who might be amongst the richest inhabitants of York. We think, there- 
fore, that the exemption cannot be claimed in respect of the income de- 
rived from the Intack, or from such portion of the given in exchan, 
as is applicable to the Intack, upon the principle stated above. The result 
is that the parties have each succeeded and each failed in , and to a 
substantial extent, and the effect of this upon the costs is that each party 
shall pay his own costs.—Counset, Lockwood, Q.C., and Henry Fellows ; 
Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and H. Sutton. Sorrcrrons, W. Wilkinson, for 
R. & R. P. Dale, York ; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


SIMMONS & SON v. HEDGES—Northampton Assizes, Vaughan 
Williams, J., 2nd July. 


Brut or Excuance—P ea or Stature or Luowrations—LeEtTrer AMOUNTING 
TO ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF Dent. 


This was an action by the holders of a biil of exchange against the 
defendant, a farmer, as drawer. The bill was drawn admittedly more 
than six years before action brought, but in November, 1886, the 
defendant, in answer to an application of the plaintiffs, wrote as 
follows :—‘‘{ cannot pay you this year, but if you will let it stand over 
after next harvest I will do what I possibly can.’’ The plaintiffs upon 
this allowed payment to stand over, and had continued to do so until the 
present action was brought. The defendant pleaded that this letter did 
not amount to such an acknowledgment as implied a promise to pay, but 
was only a conditional promise. The following cases were cited :— 
Cornforth v. Smithard (5 H. & N. 13), Lee v. Wilmot (L. R. 1 Ex. 364); and 
Fearn v. Lewis (6 Bing. 349). , 

Vaueuan Wiiuams, J., held that the letter was sufficient acknowledg- 
ment to prevent the debt being barred. There must either be a promise 
to pay or an unqualified acknowledgment from which a promise to pay 
may be inferred so as to bar the operation of the statute. Here there 
was hol sage to pay, but there was an unqualified acknowledgment of 
indeb ess, and it was not the Jess unqualified because it was accom- 





i ey an capeenees of eee 9 ee ee oe , 

tter amounted to was, I acknowledge that que mamay, mahi Gat Laan 
nothing to set up why I should not pay, except that I 80. 
That amounts to an ualified acknowledgment of the debt, with an 
expression of regret at being unable then to y. Judgment for the 
laintiffs.—CounsgL, Bower ; Sills, Soxicrrors, G. Reader § Co. ; Whitton, 
‘owcester. 


THE STAMFORD, SPALDING, AND BOSTON BANKING CO. (LIM.) r. 
SMITH—Northampton Assizes, Vaughan Williams, J., 6th July. . 
Promissory Notrg—AssiIGNMENT or Note ny Ho.tper—REpPAYMENTS BY 
Maker To First Hoiper Not ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF INDEBTEDNESS TO SuR- 
SEQUENT HoLpeErs. 


This action was brought by the plaintiffs as assignees of a 

note for £200 with interest, dated the 9th ef October, 1879, he te ae 
defendant in favour of one Konow, since deceased, and payable on demand 
to Konow or his order. Konow, without the defendant’s know 4 
indorsed the note to the Union Bank as security for his overdraft. 
1882 Konow transferred his account to the plaintiffs, who paid off his over- 
draft and took over his securities from the Union Bank 
defendant with a payment of £50 to Konow on the 9th of November, 1885, 
said to be on account of interest and principal on the note. The defend- 
ant had paid Konow £10 per annum as principal and interest, and the 
balance in December, 1889, for which Konow gave him a receipt. Among 
other defences the defendant set up a plea of a bar under the Statute of 
Limitations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16), on the that neither it to 
Konow nor po) an gag on account of Konow within the of limita- 
— oa ect its running in favour of the defendant as regards the 
plaintiffs. 

Vaucuan Wiis, J., after consideration, upheld the plea under the 
Statute of Limitations in favour of the defendant. He said that the ques- 
tion whether payments of principal or interest operated as a bar to the 
Statute of Limitations depended on the common law, and was unaffected 
by Lord Tenterden’s Act. In Clarke v. Hooper (10 Burr. 48) Tindal, C.J., 
gave judgment for the plaintiff in a similar case, but on the ground that 
the payment there im an unqualified acknowledgment of a debt to an 
estate paid to a person who, in fact, was a , but whom the defend- 
ant took to be the administrator, but the Chief Justice did not say that a 

yment to a stranger, not in a representative capacity, but as a holder in 

is own right of the note sued on, would have a promise in favour 
of the administrator. The court, in determining whether such a it 
raises a promise to pay, would look at the circumstances as well as fact 
of such payment, and if these were inconsistent with a promise to or 
with a general acknowledgment of liability to any of 
taking advantage of it, the law would not raise a promise to . The 
decision in Gale v. Capern (1 A. & E. 104), and cited by Byles on Bills, at p. 
368, is not inconsistent with this tion. No authority to shew 
that a payment inconsistent with the tiff’s title, with the 
defendant’s indebtedness to the plaintiff, is to be considered an acknow- 
ledgment of his indebtedness to the plaintiff. Yet that was the t 
plaintiffs’ contention. ~ a by the defendant to Konow, and Konow’s 
receipt after be had to bé holder of the note, was mg wr in- 
consistent with the title of the plaintiffs, or with the "3 
indebtedness to the plaintiffs, and’ this ground he held that these 
payments to Konow were no bar to Statute of Limitations. Even if 
the payments had been before the indorsement by Konow to the a. 
no promise to pay can be raised upon the payment of the w of a 
debt; nor even in a case of a negotiable t where pa is 
made of part followed by payment of the balance, would the raise 
on the payment as and limited by a subsequent 
of the balance to the same holder to whom the part ) ayment 
made a promise to pay a subsequent holder. Judgment for the . 
—CovunszL, Lindsell ; Etherington Smith. Soxicrrors, Becke ¢ Green, North- 
ampton; W. B. ¢ W. R. Bull, Newport Pagnell. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ez parte SEAWARD BROTHERS, Re SEAGER—Q. B. Div., 2nd July. 


Bankruptcy — Proor — Untiquipatep Damaces — MisREPRESENTATION BY 
Bankrurpt—Banxruptcy Act, 1883, s. 37. 


This was an appeal from the re bankruptcy 
of a proof of debt for £6,000 ered by the a against the bank- 
rupt’s estate. oe ee oe, on business as a chemical 
manufacturer, and was in habit San eur olla se 
who are wharfingers, to callect goods from his mostly of 
what was known in the trade as “‘ Tartars,”” the appellants subsequently 
issuing warrants on the goods so deposited in order to enable the bank- 
rupt to obtain advances. Advances were obtained by the on 
security of the warrants so issued by the appellants from Messrs. 

Co. and Messrs. Cole & Co., but it was afterwards discovered 
warrants did not truly represent the goods described in them, 
entirely valueless. Actions were commenced the a 
Messrs. Glyn & Co, and Messrs. Cole & Co. cla — 
representation contained in the warrants, and these 
promised at the trial, a a ven by consent in 
plaintiffs for £2,500 each, and costs. now 
against the bankrupt’s estate in respect of liability incurred 
in the actions. 

Cave, J., said that the trustee was right in rejecting 
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tain bags which he represented to contain “‘ Tartars,’’ and were asked to 
give warrants in order to enable him to get advances. The warrants were 
honestly issued by the appellants in the belief that the bags contained 
‘‘Tartars,” and, that being so, what claim had they against the bank- 


-mupt? Obviously it was a claim for falsely representing to them that these 


contained ‘‘ Tartars.”’ That was an action for fraud, and one in 
‘which the damages were unliquidated, and, that being so, the proof could 
not be made. It was suggested that the proof might be founded on an 
implied contract to indemnify, and the case of Dugdale v. Lovering (L. R. 10 
C. P. 196) was cited; but that case was quite distinguishable. If the 
appellants had described the bags as containing ‘‘ Tartars”” when they did 
not, so as to enable the bankrupt to take people in, on a promise of the 
bankrupt to indemnify them, they would have made themselves a party 
to the fraud, and could not recover in an action of indemnity. ‘There 
was nothing to shew that the appellants knew the bags did not contain 
‘‘Tartars.’”?’ They were deceived by the bankrupt, and were innocent 
ies whose claim was in the misrepresentation made to them by the 
ankrupt. That being a claim for unliquidated damages not arising out 
of a contract, the proof must be rejected, with costs.—CounseL, Herbert 
Reed and Leck ; Sidney Woolf, Q.C., and Kisch. Soxtcrrors, Lowless § Co. ; 
Van Sandau § Co. 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
? ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 
The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society took place 
on Friday, the 10th inst., at the Hall, Chancery-lane, Mr. R. Cunutrre, 
the retiring president, occupying the chair. 


Exxction or Covunctt. 

The following members went out of office by rotation, and, with the 
exception of Mr. W. A. Jevons, offered themselves for re-election :—Mr. 
Joseph Addison, London; Mr. John Cooper, Manchester; Dr. Edwin 
Freshfield, London; Mr. William Godden, London; Mr. F. H. Janson, 
London ; Mr. William Alfred Jevons, Liverpool; Mr. Benjamin Greene 
Lake, London; Mr. Henry Leigh Pemberton, London; Mr. Richard 
Pennington, London; and Mr. William Williams, London. Mr. Gray 
Hill, Liverpool, and Mr. I’. K. Munton, London, had also been nominated 
as candidates. 

Mr. F. K. Munton (London) said that at the time when his nomination 
was sent in many of the friends of Mr. Gray Hill were under the impression 
that severe domestic affliction and other mcidental causes might at the last 
moment prevent him from going to election. Mr. Jevons had, he (Mr. 
Munton) believed, practically retired with the view of allowing Mr. Hill to 
fill the vacancy thereby caused, and Mr. Hill was willing and desirous of 
serving on the council. It was a-Liverpool vacancy, and a Liverpool man 
should fill it. Under these circumstances he (Mr. Munton) would withdraw 
his name from the list of candidates. 

Mr. C. Forp (London) entered a respectful protest against the sugges- 
tion that because a gentleman from Liverpool had resigned, therefore, as a 
matter of course, and almost as a matter of constitutional proceeding, 
another gentleman from Liverpool should be elected in his place. He 
thought it most important that Liverpool should be very strongly repre- 
— and hoped there would be no difficulty in the election of Mr. Gray 

ill. 


The Prestpent declared the foilowing gentlemen duly elected :—Mr. J. 
Addison, Mr. J. Cooper, Dr. E. Freshfield, Mr. W. Godden, Mr. Gray 
Hill, Mr. F. H. Janson, Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. H. L. Pemberton, Mr. R. 
Pennington, and Mr. W. Williams. 


PrestpeNt AND Vice-PrestpeNT—AvpiTonrs. 
Mr. W. M. Watrers (London) was elected president, and Mr. R. 
Pennincton vice-president for the year ensuing. 
The following gentlemen were elected auditors:—J. S. Chappelow, 
F.C.A., Mr. H. E. Berry, and Mr. G. L. Whately. 


Socrery’s Accounts. 


The Prestpent moved that the account of the income and expenditure 
for the year ending the 3lst of December, 1890, and the account of 
prize funds be received, adopted, and signed by the president. 

Mr. Forp thought the council were to be congratulated upon having 
moved in the right direction. This was the first time in the history of the 
society that the members had been favoured with what was properly called 
a Trust Prize Funds Account, and which shewed what had been received by 
the society from those who desired to advance the interests of the profession, 
as well as the expenditure connected with prizes. He wanted once more 
to appeal to the council whether they would do with the articled clerks’ 
a Trust Fund what they had done so very elaborately and success- 
fully in the case of the Prize Funds. Under section 8 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1877, it was distinctly provided that whatever the society received 
from students in the shape of fees was to be solely and exclusively 
applied to their benefit. He submitted that, whilst, of course, the 
council felt perfectly satisfied that the account as it was now ren- 
dered was a great improvement upon past accounts, there was still 
room for great improvement. Supposing they went to the London 
University and asked them to undertake the whole question of the educa- 
tion and examination of articled clerks, the university would do it for a 
very much emaller sum than the council debited against the large 


“amount received from students. And the London University, perhaps 





with far greater advantage, would undertake the whole of this responsible 
work at a much lower expense. The council had charged the students 
no less than £2,700 for mere nominal rent. He thought that if 
£1,000 were charged as rent for the part of the building used by the 
articled clerks that would have been a very handsome rent. He asked 
whether the £2,700 was the nominal rent of the whole premises, includ- 
ing the value of that large part monopolized by the club, and urged that 
it was very unfair upon the articled clerks if it were so. The Inns of 
Court offered most valuable exhibitions and other inducements to study, 
but what the society offered was practically nothing but the miserable sum 
set out on the separate account, so that to all intents and purposes, with 
that exception, the society did nothing to encourage articled clerks. He 
was very glad to see that the council had it in contemplation to inquire 
into the system of lectures and classes. He had for years regarded them 
as an utter waste of money. The attendance at them was infinitesimal 
and not worth talking about. 

Mr. R. Pennincton (London), as chairman of the finance committee, 
replied to Mr. Ford. He said that Mr. Ford had repeated an observation 
which had been made regularly for several years t with regard to the 
charges which were set against what was called the Articled Clerks’ 
Fund. He (Mr. Pennington) could only repeat what he had said on former 
occasions, that the charges which had been made against the fund, prin- 
cipally in regard to rent, had been made upon what the council thought 
to be a fair principle. The articled clerks could not expect, of course, to 
have the use of the society’s building without any charge being made 
against them, for that would not be equitable. If that was assented to 
the question was whether the nominal rent of £2,700 with which they 
were charged was a reasonable rent. 

Mr. Forp: And other charges. 

Mr. Pennineton said there were other charges; but, taking that par- 
ticular item, was that a reasonable charge? It was very difficult, of course, 
to give to a meeting such as this the reasons which had induced the council 
to come to the conclusion that this was a reasonable charge. As it would 
be observed, the other half of the nominal rent was charged against the 
society ; and, having regard to the extent to which the building was used 
for the benefit of articled clerks, he did not think that that particular 
charge of half the nominal rent was extravagant or unfair. The question 
had been considered very carefully, as he had told the meeting on former 
occasions. It had been very carfully considered by the Lord Chief Justice 
and the Master of the Rolls, and they had discussed the matter at some 
length and had come to the conclusion that the principle was right, and 
they had had nothing to say that he had heard—and he was present when 
the matter was discussed—with regard to the main charge. He thought 
that if there had been anything that could have been considered unfair 
they would have told the council so at once. The deputation from the 
council was with them great part of an hour upon this very subject of the 
articled clerks’ account. Mr. Ford had asked whether the rent of £5,400 
included the club premises. It did include them. The club premises 
were not club premises in the proper sense of the term; they were the pre- 
mises of the society, and the society thought proper to use that portion of 
the buildi::: for the purpose of a club. In no other sense were they a 
portion of the club premises. Therefore it was considered that the finanee 
committee could not make any distinction between one part of the build- 
ing and the other. They had taken the property tax assessment as the 
basis, and they had divided it into two parts, half to the society and half 
to the Articled Clerks’ Fund. Then Mr. Ford thought the council did not 
do as much as they ought for the articled, clerks. He (Mr. Pennington) 
would be personally very glad indeed to do anything more that could be 
done to give every sort of encouragement, support, and assistance to 
articled clerks, with whom, under existing circumstances, he sympathized 
very much, because most of those present knew what they had to go 
through ; therefore he was very much inclined to give them every sort of 
assistance in their education and every possible reward for what they might 
do in their examinations. He thought Mr. Ford had omitted to notice, 
inadvertently perhaps, the item of £3,402 15s. 9d. which had been paid as 
fees to lecturers, examiners, readers, &c., and in grants to provincial law 
societies. He thought that was something which the society had done for 
articled clerks, and he thought they were entitled to take credit for that. 
The council did not simply sit there using the fees of the articled clerks 
and giving them nothing in return. According to the Act they must pass 
through certain examinations, and these involved a very great deal of 
trouble, a large portion of which was undertaken by members of the coun- 
cil gratuitously. He had certainly never heard a complaint from an 
articled clerk that he had not got a fair guid pro quo for what he paid to the 
society in fees. If any gentleman connected with the society was pre- 
pared to make any well-considered suggestion with regard to the position, 
education, examination, or otherwise of articled clerks, he would certainly 
have his sympathy and support. As Mr. Williamson reminded him (Mr. 
Pennington), articled clerks paid the society very much less than was the 
case with medical students at their examinations. 

Mr. Metvitt Green (Worthing) called the attention gf the finance 
committee to an item in respect of which the bye-laws were not observed. 
He referred to the arrears of members’ subscriptions. There were 
£280 10s. still due to the society from members, and he found, by comparing 
figures with the sums received from those who had paid in 1890, that there 
were only 359 members who had not paid during that year. It followed 
that there was a considerable number who were at least two years in 
arrear. 

The Prestpent reminded Mr. Green that some of the subscriptions were 
those of town members—£2 each. 

Mr. Green said that at any rate there were a considerable number in 
arrear, The subscription became due on the Ist of January, and the bye-laws 
said that if it was not paid by the 31st of March the defaulting members were 
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to have notice, and after a time they were liable to be struck out of the 
list. He thought the principle was that the subscription should be paid 
during the year for which it runs. If the bye-laws were put into force 
he did not think the society would lose anything. It was not a good 
example to set to the world to carry forward these arrears year after year, 
and he would remind the meeting that it was owing to the confusion 
produced in the accounts by the arrears that many years ago the society 
had suffered the heavy default which then occurred. 

Mr. Forp wished to know in what item on the income side of the 
accounts were included the receipts from a law stationery society which 
largely advertised in the Monthly Register of properties for sale and 
moneys for investment. 

The Preswent replied that no payments were made during the year 
1890—they would come into the next account. 

The accounts were then adopted. 


AnnvaL Report. 


The Prestpent moved that the annual report be received, approved, and 
adopted. He asked whether Mr. John Green was present. Mr. Green 
had sent a note to the council suggesting two notices of motion, but they 
were received too late to be inserted in the notices sent to the members 
in the regular way. Therefore they could not be discussed, but if he had 
been here, he (the President) would have asked him to speak upon the 
report. Mr. Green’s proposals were to the effect (1) that it was advisable 
that solicitors should be allowed to be appointed special examiners 
jointly with the bar; (2) as to the propriety of appointing solicitors 
as taxing masters in the Queen’s Bench. Solicitors, as they all 
knew, were eligible to be appointed masters in the Queen’s Bench. 
The other matter could take its time, and if Mr. Green felt inclined 
to bring it on he would no doubt give notice for the next meeting. 
He (the President) had one or two remarks to make with regard to 
things which had happened since the report was printed. The p»stal 
authorities had brought in a Bill to amend the Post Office Acts, in which 
they had a clause—number 10—which empowered the Postmaster to 
appoint any person, whether qualified or not, to transact legal business on 
be of the Post Office. The council objected to this very much, and 
they had asked the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., and Sir Albert 
Rollit, M.P., to see the Postmaster-General and state that they were 
crongy opposed to the clause, and on their representation it was struck 
out of the Bill. He had also to report that the Commissioners for Oaths 
Bill had passed through the House of Commons and was in Committee of 
the House of Lords, and there was reasonable hope that it would pass 
into law. The Statutory Rules Bill was still waiting for the Attorney- 
General to arrange terms of agreement between the Lord Chancellor and 
the differents heads of departments as to what rules should be published 
aud submitted generally before becoming law. It had been put down for 
consideration on the Monday following the meeting, and there was reason 
to hope, though he could not be sure in the present state of business, that 
it would become law during the present session. 

Mr. Forp said that from the report it was pretty evident, with regard to 
the lectures and classes, that they were an unfortunate failure. 

Mr. Pennineton: No. 

Mr. Forp said Mr. Pennington had stated that he had never heard 
expressions of dissatisfaction on the part of any articled clerk with the 
way the society dealt with them. He was afraid Mr. Pennington had not 

e very searching inquiries upon the subject. He could only say that 
in the course of the last twenty years he had heard from all parts of Eng- 
land, not only from articled clerks but from others, complaints as to 
the little that was done for articled clerks. He asserted that there 
was considerable dissatisfaction in such places as Bristol, Hull, 
Portsmouth, and so on. What they asked was that they might 
receive some contribution similar to those eked out so grudgingly 
by the society to three or four cities. He was justified in saying 
that there were dozens of towns who were only too anxious to 
have some contribution, however small, towards the expense they 
might be at in establishing some system of legal education, not in the 
shape of lectures and classes such as had been given by the society, and 
porn pn to the elementary classes of Mr. Busk, he might say that 
they were as much a failure as the others had been. The couversazione 
was mentioned in the report. He had expected it would be an unfor- 
tunate failure, and he thought he was right in saying that his expectation 
had been fulfilled. It appeared that there were fewer members who 
availed themselves of the opportunity of attending the conversazione than 
the council had anticipated. He hoped they were not to understand 
that this conversazione, which was a most awful mistake altogether, would 
be repeated every April in the place of a general meeting, where matters 
of interest to the profession might be digeussed. Then there was a refer- 
ence to the necessity for members of the profession joining the society. 
He was strongly of opinion that many more solicitors would join the 
society if its affairs were conducted in some respects in a more business- 
like way. He thought there were many things in the report which indi- 
cated the very great desire of the council to promote the interests of the 
profession, and in conclusion he hoped that the feeling in favour of look- 
ing after the interests of articled clerks was spreadi Where the 
articled clerks were in any considerable number in a town they certainly 
ought to have some assistance in the way of legal education. 

Mr. F. T. Wootnert (London) said he had had an experience of forty 
years, and had never heard a single word of complaint from an articled 
clerk as to the way in which he was treated by the society. 

Mr. F. R. Parxer (London) said the reference to the library in the 
report occupied a larger space than usual. It was stated that the council 
hoped to see in the course of about two months the new catalogue ready 


for delivery. It was, he believed, twenty-two years since the catalogue 








was reprinted. It might be said that the money which might have been 


spent in a catalogue had been accumula at compound interest, and he 
hoped that when issued the catalogue would be procurable at cost price. 
It was desirable to place it within the reach of every member of the pro- 
fession, and seeing the long time they had waited for it he ho the 
finance committee would not look upon it as a source of profit. He 
thanked the chairman of the committee for having adopted his suggestion 
to separate under the head ‘‘library”’ the amount spent in the purchase 
of books from that spent upon newspapers. He saw that the large sum of 
£506 17s. 11d. had nm spent’ during the past year in improving the 
library. He was afraid that until every member of the profession had 
become a member of the society the amount which the finance committee 
would permit the library committee to spend would never reach his desires, 
but he hoped to see that item increasing every year. He thought the 
highest meed of praise was given to the library committee in the increased 
attendance in the library—to quote the words of the librarian, ‘‘ The library 
is now resorted to by the members more in one day than was formerly the 
case in a week.”’ But the constant going and coming in the library 
brought about an inevitable disturbance, and he ventured to su t for 
the consideration of the committee whether they might not well 
adopt a custom which prevails in the libraries of the West End clubs, of 
having the word ‘‘Silence’’ printed in large letters framed and glazed 
and hung about in the library. They must all desire that it should not 
become in any way a place for conversation. There were other parts of the 
building where they could meet and discuss, but the library was not one, 
and in the West End clubs the hanging up of the word “ Silence”’ had hada 
good result. In 1887 the council reported that a room had been set apart 
for the librarian, who was engaged upon the compilation of a new catalogue, 
and he expressed a hope that when the catalogue had seen the light of day 
the librarian might be induced to resume his old place in the middle part 
of the library. ‘The librarian possessed a very great knowledge of books, 
especially of those in the library, and he was always most courteously willi 

to place that knowledge at the dis of members. His presence wo 
assist in enforcing discipline and the due use of the library, and he (Mr. 
Parker) desired to call attention to what he thought a want of discipline 
on the part of the students. Occasionally they overflowed into the centre 
of the library from the wing to which they had been relegated, and this 
was a disregard of the arrangements come to between the council and 
those who memorialized them with respect to the library in 1887, and he 
respectfully entered his protest against it. He thought the studenta should 
be confined to the one wing. He had no desire to withdraw from them 
the privilege of having tickets of admission to the library, but he<thought 
the committee might take some trouble to make them understand 
that the use of the library was a privilege, not a right, a privilege subser- 
vient to the rights of the members, and a privilege which he ventured to 
think should be withdrawn if it was in any way misused. Not infre- 
quently the students would gather together for the purposes of conversation, 
and he felt quite sure from the style of conversation that it was not to 
discuss topics of the law. But whether or not, the library was not a 
proper place for discussion at all, nor was it a class room ora study. The 
students should read their books and then vacate their seats and make 
room for others. He thought the number of students using the library 
should be strictly limited to those for whom there was room. Of late the 
library had vastly increased the number of its books, and the additional 
cases which were put up some years ago were full. The time had come 
when the library was both too small for the books it had to accommodate 
and for the number of members who would like to resort to it. The. date 
was approaching, he believed, when the leases of the houses belonging to 
the society in Chan ery-lane would fall in, and he thought he was right in 
saying that plans had been prepared for the enlargement of the building. 
He asked that the plans should be framed and hung up in the hall 
that the members might make suggestions with regard to them. 

Mr. J. App1son (London) said, with reference to Mr. Ford’s remarks, that 
he (Mr. Addison) could speak with some knowledge of the subject, because 
he, as an articled clerk, had enjoyed the advantages of the society. He 
used to read in the library; he was also a member of the Law Students’ 
Debating Society ; he attended the lectures—and he should like to say 
that these lectures were almost of the original arrangement made by the 
society for teaching, and at the time when he attended them this was 
full. For some reason which he could not understand, and it was not only the 
case in this society, but it was found to be the experience of other societies, 
the attendance at lectures had fallen off very much. His impression was 
that of late students were in the habit of obtaining tuition outside. But 
whatever might be the cause, from past experience as a member of the 
council and of the examination committee, he was sincerely desirous, in 
common with the other members of the committee, to do all he could for 
the articled clerks, and the question of classes and lectures had been very 
seriously considered by them. The committee would do all they could to 
meet the wants of law students, whether it were in the form of lectures or 
other teaching in the society’s building or in giving assistance in the 
country. They would certainly, as far as they could, bear in view the 
legitimate rights of students both in London and in the country. 

The Prestpent thought it would be as well if he were to explain one or 
two matters to which itr. Parker had made reference. He (the President) 
had seen the new catalogue, and he could assure the meeting that it was a 
most creditable performance on the part of the librarian. 1t was brought 
up at the last meeting of the lib: committee, and, after much con- 
sideration, it was decided that it should be in one volume and that there 
should be two styles of binding. A certain number of copies were to be 
bound in watered calf and a certain number of others in cloth, and the 
number was left to the president, the vice-president, and the librarian to 
settle, with the s m that there should be no profit made out of the 
sale, With cpalte ae suggestion that the word ‘Silence’? should be 
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put up, the vice-president and he quite agreed that some such notice 
Thould be displayed, hardly perhaps ‘“‘Silence,’’ but that gentlemen 
should be invited not tc converse. As to the place of the librarian, he 

that it might be very advantageous if he were seen more about the 

than at present. Then, as to confining the students to one end of 
the , it had been found some little time ago, when they became 
more numerous, that they were constantly passing from the end to the 
librarian’s desk, and they were allowed to spread themselves into the body 
of the library. If this was found to be inconvenient by the members the 
library committee would attend to any stiggestion. With reference to 
the books which were purchased, he had attended every library committee 
during his year of office, and he could state that nine-tenths of the books 
suggested by the librarian or by any member of the society had been 
already obtained. 

Mr. Watrers remarked that sometimes there was a difficulty because 
books were suggested which did not exist. With reference to Mr. Ford’s 
observations he wished to say that the council desired to do all they could 
for the benefit of students within reasonable bounds, but it must be borne 
,- mind that the society received from the students £8,100 and spent 
£11,300. 

Mr. Forp: No. That is the estimated amount. 

Mr. Watters said he was coming to that. The society spent £11,300 
according to the accounts, and Mr. Ford said they had no right to charge 
rent the articled clerks. 

Mr. Foxp: No. Not such exorbitant rent. 

Mr. Watters said he was with Mr. Ford. He (Mr. Ford) wanted it to 
be supposed that the work was done without considering any of these 
inconvenient details of rent, rates, and taxes, and so on. If taken in that 
way the accounts shewed that fhe society received £8,100 and had to pay 
£8,600. He wanted to prove on Mr. Ford’s own shewing that every six- 

the council received from articled clerks was expended on their 
, and more. 

Mr. Forp said he would like to see that that was so. 

Mr. Watters replied that it was shewn on the accounts. The only 
estimated item was the item of rent. It was incontrovertible that the 
articled clerks must be charged with a proportion of the rent, but if even 
this were swept away there was still a deficiency. At the present 
woment the society was contributing out of its own resources for the 
benefit of articled clerks, and the income received from them was 

iminishi Of late years people had begun to feel that entrance into 
the law was not a royal road to fortune or success. The result was felt in 
the examinations. There was a falling off in the Preliminary, the Inter- 
mediate, and the Final. There was a diminishing income, and not a 
dimiuishing expense, and there was already a surplus of expenditure over 
income. These were plain figures which spoke for themselves. Mr. Ford 
had told them that the conversazione was a failure. From his point of 
view it might have been, for probably he was one of the guarantors, and 
had been called upon to pay a small sum, and he (Mr. Walters) admitted 
that from that point of view the conversazione was a failure. But if Mr. 
Ford had been present he would not have said it was a failure. It was 
most successful. But the society had had its turn of conversazione, and 
it could go back to its general meeting next April. Mr. Ford and Mr. 
Parker did not agree. Mr. Ford told them of the troubles of articled 
clerks, and on the other hand Mr. Parker said it was the articled clerks 
who troubled the members. Mr. Ford must remember that there were 
different views, and what the council had to do was to try and reconcile 


The Presipent observed that as Mr. Munton was godfather to the con- 
versazione he might perhaps say a word with regard to it. 

Mr. Mvnton thought it was a most gratuitous assertion on the part of 
Mr. Ford—who had taken no interest in the conversazione, who was 
neither one of the subscribers nor one of the guarantors, and who did not 
attend it, and who, therefore, did not see that there were something like 
a thousand povgee in the building on that occasion who all thoroughly 
enjoyed themselves—when he characterized it as a failure. If ever a 
man had deserved the castigation Mr. Walters had administered, Mr. 
Ford deserved it. Referring to the Middlesex Registry Bill, there were 
numerous members who thought that many points in it would have to 
be very carefully considered, and he rose principally for the purpose of 
saying that the new registrar (Mr. Holt) had, on his own motion, had 
several courteous interviews with him as to the practice of the registry 
and the irregularities which from time to time he (Mr. Munton) had 
pointed out, and he believed there was a letter before the society 
Officially in which, in effect, it was stated that the Lord Chancellor 
would not proceed with the Bill until the views of the society had 
been expressed upon it. But in the course of interviews with Mr. Holt 
he (Mr. Munton) had asked him to take care that during the interval 
between the bringing in of this Bill and its discussion in Parliament 
the officials should take the proper fees, and the proper fees only. He (Mr. 
Munton) had pointed out that the minimum fee for registering a memorial 
at the registry, where the oath was taken outside the registry, was two 
shillings. He believed it was likely to be proposed that there should be 
au all round sum fixed on receiving memorials.at the registry, and the all 
round sum would be based on the average receipts. He hoped that every- 
one who took a memorial to the registry which did not exceed 200 words in 
—— would insist, where the oath was taken outside, on paying that sum 

it had taken the society ten years to secure, and that was two shillings. 
The report referred to unqualified persons, and a very extraordinary case 
had come under his notice. A well-known prominent firm of so-called 
debt collectors had some time since recovered a debt for a person who was 
now his client. On being asked to hand over the money they had said 
they it they ought to have at least three months’ grace, and when 
he (Mr. Munton) expressed his astcnishment they said ‘ they did not think 





it at all unreasonable in these depressed times to ask for grace.’? He had 

a good mind to mention the name of the firm, but for present pur- 

perhaps he had best content himself with handing it to the council. 

ut he might say he had a judgment for the sum, which at present was 

unrealized, and if the amount was not paid, or even if it were, he should 
take care to mention the name of the firm publicly. 

Mr. H. E. Griestz (London) said he had no wish to make any comments 
about the success or otherwise of the conversazione. He thought that 
went without saying. He hoped it was not to be regarded as a precedent, 
and that, if the proposition was brought forward another year, the matter 
would be considered again de novo. ‘The reason he had spoken was that he 
thought the discussion might rather tend to establish it as a precedent, 
and he wished to protest against any such idea. 

Mr. Foxrp asked how many members of the society attended the con- 
versazione. 

The Presrpent said there were about 1,100 present altogether, of whom 
there were about 500 members. If Mr. Gribble would refer to the resolu- 
tion which authorized the conversazione he would find it ran :—‘‘ That, 
having regard to the large accession of members during the last three 
years, and to the desirability of promoting professional amity, it would be 
expedient that the council should organize a subscription conversazione, 
or other entertainment, in lieu of the meeting in Apml next.”” There was 
no mention of any subsequent meeting, and the council were not disposed, 
in the absence of a resolution by the society, to have another. The amount 
of trouble it gave them was beyond all conception. 

Mr. Parker asked whether they were within measurable distance of the 
enlargement of the society’s buildings. 

The Presipent replied that it would be about three years hence, and he 
had no doubt whatever that the suggestion as to the plans would be 
adopted. At the present moment they were not finally settled, but he 
believed arrangements would be made for additions to the library and for 
communication between the library and the new buildings, and there 
would be a circulatory medium, which was very much wanting in the old 
building. He did not think the plans had been settled, but the matter 
was on the tapis. 

Mr. Metvri1 Green said there was a great deal in the report about the 
extension of the society, and he had no doubt they all felt that the power 
of the council and of the society would be very much greater if the whole 
of the profession belonged toit. But no steps seemed to be taken to produce 
that result. As he had suggested on former occasions, it would be worth 
while to get the charter amended, so that every solicitor should, by virtue 
of the five shillings a year he paid to the society, become a licentiate of 
the society, for which he should have a minimum advantage, attending 
the annual meeting only. It would be well to have members and fellows 
—as was the case with the College of Surgeons, for instance—and the 
council could then speak in the name of the whole profession. It could 
speak now only for a section, and it mattered not that that comprised the 
best of the profession—it still was only a section; and until they made the 
society represent the whole of the profession it could not have the weight 
it ought to have. Every surgeon belonged to the College of Surgeons, and 
why should not every solicitor belong to the society? He could see no 
sort of reason why, when 500 or 600 members of the society wished to use 
the hall for any particular purpose, those who did not want to participate 
therein should complain; but he did not see why a conversazione should 
take the place of the April general meeting. Bui, if twenty of the 
members wanted a general meeting, they could, under the bye-laws, 
have one. - 

The Presment said the question of increasing the members had received 
the frequent and earnest attention of the council. When the Act of 1888 
was applied for the question of altering the charter in the direction indi- 
cated by Mr. Green arose, but it was thought more advisable that the 
society should first get that Act and afterwards extend the charter if 
opportunity offered. The members could hardly estimate the difficulties 
the council had encountered in getting the simple Act of 1888, and if they 
had hampered it with the object of extending the benefits of the society, 
and compelling every solicitor to become a member, they would not have 
got the Act at all. During the Long Vacation every solicitor, member or 
not, would receive a circular pointing out the objects and advantages of 
the society, and urging him to join it. He had referred to the matter at 
the Nottingham meeting last year, when he had expressed the hope that 
the time was not far distant when, by arrangement with the Lord 
Chancellor, every solicitor should, on taking out his certificate, by the 
payment of the duty, become ipso facto a member. ‘There had not been 
during his year of office an opportunity to bring the matter forward, but 
it would no doubt be done sooner or later. With regard to the conver- 
sazione it had been felt that some of the April meetings had nat resulted 
in any particular good to the society, and therefore Mr. Munton’s sug- 
gestion had been received rather with avidity. Next year he believed the 
meeting would be held as usual. 

The report was adopted. 


Devays in CHANCERY. 

The Presipent said he should like to say a word on the question of an 
additional Chancery judge. He was sorry to say the council had not been 
successful, notwithstanding all their representations to the Lord Chan- 
cellor, repeated perhaps ad nauscam, notwithstanding the able advocacy of 
the Times newspaper, notwithstanding the suggestions made by the Bar 
Committee pt Dy individual members of the bar, in getting another 
Chancery judge appointed, It was true they had had the services of 
a common law judge, but that was not what they wanted. ‘They all knew 
that the Chancery judges worked hard, and that they did their business 


very thoroughly, but there were not enough of them. Another judge was 
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wanted. The Chancery judges did their very best to keep down the 
arrears, but they wanted additional help. 
CLASSIFICATION OF TRIAL3. 

Mr. Mvunton moved the following resolution, of which he had given 
notice :—‘' That this meeting is of opinion that Queen’s Bench causes 
should be divided into three distinct lists: (1) commercial; (2) libel and 
personal injuries, including breach of promise cases and the like ; (3) mis- 
cellaneous.’”’ He argued that the commercial litigation of this country is 
far more important than any other class of trial; that something should 
be effectually done to secure some sort of priority of trial for mercantile 
causes ; that commercial cases being easily ascertained, as shewn by the 
present partial classification, there is really no practical difficulty, and 
needless trouble is given by a massive, unmanageable, and uncountable 
list ; that although libel and other personal questions are of great import- 
ance to the parties concerned, and must be efficiently dealt with, their 
hearing should be postponed when one court only is available; and that 
the judges could still sit by rota if there be any delicacy on the question 
of selection. In these times it seemed that everybody considered it more 
or less necessary to libel everybody else, and it would be found on looking 
at the cause lists for the last twelve months that libel causes had had 
really the largest share of the judges’ time. It was admitted on all 
hands that they were losing their commercial business in the High Court, 
and he believed that the first step towards bringing it back was to give 
these cases preference over the general class of cases. 

Mr. Epwry Suirx (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Watrers said this was really part of a very large subject, and the 
council were already in communication with the Lord Chancellor upon 
the matter of delays in procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division. So far 
back as the Nottingham meeting resolutions were passed on the subject, 
and it was referred for consideration to a joint committee appointed by 
the council and by the Chamber of Commerce for London, and by 
arrangement with them the council sent a letter to the Lord Chancellor 
upon the subject, and the Chamber sent a memorial couched in very much 
the same terms. In the letter the council pointed out that a general 
feeling of dissatisfaction existed with re to the present system of 
procedure among the mercantile classes and suitors generally, and it 
was largely shared in by the profession; that the delays deterred cautious 
men engaged in business from resorting to the courts; that litigation, so 
far as mercantile business was concerned, had decreased in London, Liver- 
pool, Manchester, and other places, disputes being settled by an informal 
mode of arbitration, which did not give satisfaction, but which was 
resorted to on account of its expedition and inexpensiveness; and the 
council had asked that the whole subject of the working of the judicature 
system should be considered by Royal Commission or otherwise. 
The answer was to the effect that the Lord Chancellor was fully alive to 
the difficulties, and that he was seriously considéring the matter with the 
Lord Chief Justice and the judges of the High Court, but he deprecated 
the appointment of a Royal Commission, because, he pointed out, the 
subjects of objection and the remedies for them were neither of them 
obscure, therefore he did not want to have a Royal Commission, which 
would perhaps open out a lengthy controversy. Under these circum- 
stances he (Mr. Walters) did not know whether it would be quite desirable 
for them to pass a resolation bearing on one point only of the whole pro- 
cedure, though it was a most important point. He would suggest that 
Mr. Munton should put his views in the shape of a paper and read it at the 
meeting to be held at Plymouth, with the view of strengthening the hands 
of the council in their communications with the Lord Chancellor. At the 
present moment it was clear that nothing could be done this session. 

Mr. Munton assented to this course and withdrew the motion. He 
said no one valued more than he did the efforts which had been made 
jointly by the council and by the Chamber of Commerce, of which he 
himself was a member, but the next best thing to a Royal Commission 
was a discussion on the part of the Incorporated Law Society before the 
public, who were more interested than solicitors were themselves. 

THANKS TO THE PRESIDENT. 

Mr. Munton proposed a vote of thanks to the retiring President, speak- 
ing of his unvarying courtesy and the attention he had given to every 
representation made to him on the part of the profession during his year 
of office: 

Mr. R. W. Dinvry (London) seconded the motion, which was supported 
by Mr. Wa rers, and carried with acclamation. 

The Prestpenr returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 





The following are extracts from the annual report of the council :— 

Number of members.—'The society now consists of 6,558 members, of whom 
3,092 practise in town, and 3,466 in the country; 310 new members have 
joined the society during the past year, and, after deducting the loss caused 
by death and other causes, the increase is 208. 

Lectures and Law Classes.—Mr. Rowland R. Whitehead, Mr. T. E. 
Scrutton, and Mr. Hugh Fraser have during the past year each delivered 
a course of lectures on real property and conveyancing, on common law, 
and on equity respectively. The number of subscribers to the lectures 
has been forty-two, and to the lecturers’ classes twenty, as against seventy 
and thirty for the previous year. Having regard to the continuous falling 
off in the attendance at the lectures, the council gen to take into their 
consideration the question whether they should be continued on their 
apres tor te bearing in mind that the indisposition to attend lectures 
3 not confined to those of this society, but is noticeable in other quarters. 

Solicitors Act, 1888.—Since the Act came into operation on the Ist of 
February, 1889, 300 applications have been made to, and considered by, the 
statutory committee ; of ‘these, 143 did nob disclose any such cause for 
complaint against the solicitor as required au answer from him ; 32 were by 


solicitors wko, for various reasons, applied to have their names 

from the rolt on their own request ; and 99 cases were heard, with the 
result that 44 were, by the leave of the committee, withdrawn ; in 1 case 
the solicitor died during’ the hearing, in 22 cases the committee reported 
that no primd facie case was made out, and in 32 they reported adversely 
to the solicitors. Of these last the court in 3 cases, accepting the recom- 
mendation of the committee, did not make any order; in 7 the solicitors 
were suspended from practice fora greater or less period, and 19 were 
struck off | the rolls, and 2 were ordered to pay the costs of the proceed- 
ings. The remaining case has not yet been reached. Of the other 26 
cases, 2 were not dealt with because the solicitors complained of had been 
punished under other applications ; 5 were for various causes struck out of 
the list ; and 19 are awaiting hearing. In addition to the cases dealt with 
by the committee under the Act, 6 cases of conviction of solicitors for 
criminal offences have, under authority of the council, been brought before 
the court, and the names of the offenders removed from the roll. 

Professional purposes.—The council have during the past year obtained 
convictions against unqualified persons in 9 cases under the 12th section of 
the Solicitors Act of 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 68). 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—Numerous questions under the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881, and the General Order made in pursuance of 
that Act, have been submitted during the past year, either for decision by 
the council on matters in dispute between members, or for the opinion of 
the council for the guidance of members. The last digest of judicial 
decisions and of opinions of the council was issued at the beginning of 
1889. It is proposed to issue, at the end of the present year, 1891, a 
supplement to that digest, which will contain the decisions of the courts 
and the opinions of the council for the three years—1889, 1890, and 1891. 
The council desire it to be borne in mind that, where a question is 
actually in dispute between members, it can only be dealt with when the 
parties unite in a statement of facts and agree to be bound by the decision 
of the council. It has been found necessary to establish this rule to avoid 
the inconvenience arising from opinions given in such cases on statements and 
arguments furnished by one side only. The council have continued tosupport 
test cases involving matters of principle under the General Order interest- 
ing to the whole profession. Among others, the following :—In Re Robson 
(45 Ch. D. 71) the — master had disallowed the lease scale fee in 
respect of the premium where a lease was granted in consideration partly 
of a premium and partly of a rent, on the ground that there had been no 
deduction of title ; but his decision was overruled by North, J., in“ May; 
1890, who held that the solicitor was entitled to the scale fee in t of 
the premium in addition to the scale on the rent. In the case of Re Smith, 
Pinsent, & Co. (44 Ch. D. 303), Chitty, J., in March, 1890, held that the 
costs of an ineffectual sale of property should be taxed under Schedule IT. 
where there was no probability of an actual sale being effected for some 
years tocome. In Re Macgowan (1891, 1 Ch. 105) the Court of Appeal held 
in December, 1890 (reversing Kay, J.), that the negotiation scale on a sale 
was not barred by the employment of valuers to furnish eviderce to enable 
the court to sanction the contract. This decision was in accordance with 
the previously-recorded opinion of the council given on various occasions. 
The council have under consideration a test case for reopening the decisions 
in Re Emanuel & Simmonds and R» Field, to the effect that the lease scale 
covers a preliminary agreement and negotiations. As regards sales under 
the Lands Clauses Act, which are excluded from the scale by rule II, 
Schedule I., Part 1, of the Remuneration Order, the council have hitherto 
considered that rule 11 does not, and that the scale does, apply where no 
notice to take compulsorily has been served. They were lately asked to 
take up a test case on this point where a local authority had refused to pa 
the scale. Thereupon the advice of eminent counsel was taken, ad, 
acting on his opinion, the council (without recalling their own previously - 
expressed opinions) resolved that the expense of a test case was not justifi- 
able in the interests of the profession. ; 

Solicitor Mortgagee Costs.—The right of a solicitor mortgagee to costs has 
been much considered during the last twelve months. In Field v. Hupkins 
(34S. J. 332, 44 Ch. D. 524) Kay, J., held that, in taking the accounts 
under a foreclosure judgment, the solicitor mortgagee could not charge 
costs of an order (made subsequently to the mortgage) appointing trustees 
under the Settled Land Act for the purpose of the Act; or costs for 
business not connected with the mortgage transacted for one of the mort- 
gagors ; or a fee paid by the solicitor mortgagee to an auctioneer (who was 
also one of the mortgagees) for valuing the property, and the Court of 
Appeal in March, 1890, affirmed the decision. In Re Wallis, Ex parte 
Lickorish (34 8. J. 439, 38 W. R. 482), the Court of Appeal held that on 
the redemption of a mortgage the solicitor mortgagee was not entitled to 
charge profit costs against the mortgagor, on the ground that the ts 
of the mortgagor and mortgagee depended on the contract, and that 
there was no express contract the mortgagee could not charge the mort- 
gagor with remuneration for his own services. In Stone v. Lickorish ¢ 
Bellord (35 8. J. 245) the taxing master had allowed the costs of the solicitor 
mortgagees in an action for redemption commenced by the trustee in 


bankruptcy of the mortgagor, but Mr. Justice Stirling, on the 3lst of. 


January, 1891, held that the solicitor a were not entitled to 
profit costs as payment for personal services. e council have submitted 
a case to counsel for ner: as to the prospect of success if these various 
decisions were ca 
principle adopted by the court had been laid down too long ago, and was 
too well settled to be successfully disputed at the present day. He was of 
opinion that the solicitor mortgagee could not recover profit costs in any 
the cases above referred to, although in a contentious suit (not merely 
to enforce a ) the court can and does, when it thinks fit, make 
order entitling a successful solicitor who is a party to profit costs, but 
the right to the profit costs in such a case on the order of 
cwrt, and does not arise on the contract con in a mortgage. 


- 
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(To be continued). 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Wiiutam Tuomas Suave Danret, Q.C., late county court judge of 
Circuit No. 11, died on the 9th ult. He was the eldest son of Mr. Wm. 
Daniel, of Stepenhill, Derbyshire, and was born on the 17th of March, 
1806. He became a student at Lincoln’s-inn on the 27th of January, 
1825, and was called to the bar on the 8th of February, 1830. He was 
married on the 12th of September, 1830, to Harriet, eldest daughter of Mr. 
John Mayon, of Coleshill; she died in 1838. He was married again on 
the 11th of April, 1840, to Sarah, only daughter of the late Rev. Arthur 
William Trollope, D.D., head master of Christ’s Hospital. He was 
recorder of Ipswich from 1842 to 1848, and was author of ‘‘ History and 
Origin of Law Reports.’’ He was vice-chairman of the Council of 
Law Reporting from 1865 to 1870. He was a member of the Law Digest 
Commission, 1868. He contested Tamworth in 1859, and again in 1865. 
He was appointed county court judge in 1867, from which office he retired 
some years ago. 

Mr. Freperick Joun Tucker, solicitor, of 4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, 
and 147, Victoria-street, Westminster, died on the 9th ult. He was the 
son of the Rev. Andrew Tucker, rector of Wootton-Fitzpaine and Cather- 
ston Leweston, in Dorsetshire, and was born in 1811 at Chardstock, in the 
same county, and was educated at Sherborne School. He was articled to 
the late Mr. John Benbow, a member of the firm now represented by 
Messrs. Saltwell & Tryon, No. 1, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, and was 
admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1834. From 1841 to 1856 Mr. Tucker 
was in practice on his own account at 6, Raymond’s-buildings, Gray’s- 
inn, but in the latter year he joined the late Mr. John Henry Benbow, a 
son of the Mr. Benbow to whom he was articled, and became a partner in 
the firm now represented by Messrs. Saltwell & Tryon. On the Ist of 
March, 1869, Mr. Tucker left this firm and entered into partnership with 
Mr. Ernest Edward Lake, with whom he carried on business until the 
time of his death. Mr. Tucker leaves a widow, but no children. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rosert Camppett,'M.A., late fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, 
barrister, of 13, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, has been appointed Lecturer 
on Equity to the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Campbell was admitted 
a member of the faculty of advocates, Scotland, in 1856. He was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn on the 18th of November, 1867. He is the 
second son of the late Captain Robert Campbell, R.N., and was born on 
the 24th of February, 1832, and married on the 25th of April, 1867, 
Marian Lucy, eldest daughter of the Rev. P. A. Ibert, rector of Thurles- 
ton, Devon. 


Mr. Epwarp Henry Busk, M.A., LL.B. Lond. (of the firm of Busk & 
Co.), of 45, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been reappointed Reader of Ele- 
mentary Law to the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Busk was admitted 
a solicitor in Easter Term, 1868. 


Mr. Tuomas Epwarp Scrurron, barrister, of 1, Essex-court, Temple, 
has been reappointed Lecturer on Common Law to the Incorporated Law 
Society. Mr. Scrutton is the eldest son of Mr. Thomas Scrutton, of Buck- 
hurst Hill, Essex, and was born on the 24th of August, 1856. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple on the 21st of June, 1882. He is 
professor of constitutional law and history at University College, London, 
an M.A. of the University of London, a member of Convocation, B.A. and 
LL.B. of Trinity College, Cambridge. He is author of a treatise on the 
Law of Copyright and a synopsis of the Corrupt Practices Act. 


Mr. Rowianp R. Wutrenzap, M.A., barrister, of 14, € )id-square, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, has been appointed Lecturer to the Incorporated Law Society 
on Real Property and Conveyancing. Mr. Whitehead was culled to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1888. 


Mr. Joun Epwarp Gray H11, solicitor (of the firm of Hill, Dickinson, 
Dickinson, & Hill), of Liverpool, has been elected a Member of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Hill was admitted a 
solicitor in Trinity Term, 1863, after having passed the Final Examication 
with honours. He is a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Tuomas Dennine Bisper, solicitor (of the firm of Burroughs & 
Biedee), of Forest Hill, Kent, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Bisdee was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1854. 


Mr. Joun Warren Bricos, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been appomted 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Briggs was admitted a solicitor in 
November, 1884. 


Mr. Wiru1am Cnartes Henry Cross, LL.B. Lond., solicitor, of Bristol, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cross was admitted a 
solicitor in January, 1880. 


Mr. Cxcm. Newron Goopuatt, solicitor, of Park Prospect, Little Queen- 
street, Westminster, S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Goodhall was admitted a solicitor in December, 1881. 


Mr. Henry Howarp Barren, barrister, has been elected Clerk to the 
Central Governing Body appointed to carry out the City of London 
Parochial Charities Act, 1883. The salary attached to the position is £700 
a year. Mr. Batten has been connected with the Charity Commission 
since 1866, and for the last eight years has been a first-class clerk in the 
City of London Parochial Charities Department. 


Mr. Henry Owen, B.C.L. Oxon, solicitor (of the firm of Jenkinson, 








Owen, & Co.), of 1a, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Owen was admitted a solicitor 
in Easter Term, 1870. He is a justice of the peace for the county of 
Pembroke. 


Mr. Joun Lioyvp Warpen Pace, solicitor, of Williton, Somerset, has. 


been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Page was admitted a 
solicitor in December, 1881. 


Mr. Watrer Hors Remuarpt, LL.B., solicitor (of the firm of Smith & 
Reinhardt) of Birkenhead, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Reinhardt was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885 


Mr. Hersert Warren, B.A. Lond., solicitor (of the firm of Balderston 
& Warren), of 52, Bedford-row, W.C., has been apppointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Warren was admitted a solicitor in December, 
1885. 


Mr. Hersert Epwin Warts, of 31, Southampton-street, Strand, W.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Watts was admitted 
a solicitor in May, 1874. 


Mr. Hersert Honter, solicitor, of 14, Spring-gardens, S.W., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hunter was admitted a solicitor 
in November, 1882. 

Mr. Joun Hasuam, solicitor, of Bury, has been appointed a Commissioner 


for Oaths. Mr. Haslam was admitted a solicitor in July, 1878. Mr. Has- 
lam is town clerk of Bury. 


Mr. Jonn Wituram Harrerstey, solicitor, of Mexborough, had been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hattersley was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1885. He is clerk to the local board. 


Mr. Frank Lewis, solicitor, of Newport, Mon., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lewis was admitted a solicitor in January, 
1885. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIsso.vurions. 


Samvet Jittey, Samugn Yarpiey Trtigy, and CuristopHer ALBERT 
Bake Lock, solicitors (Tilley, Son, & Blakelock), 56, High-road, Kilburn, 
and 1, Quality-court, Chancery-lane, London. June 18. So far as regards 
the said Christopher Albert Blakelock. 


Joun Eastuam, WiLutAM Eastuam, and Artuur Henry AITKEN, solicitors 
(Eastham & Aitken), Clitheroe and Accrington. July 1. In future. the 
said business will be carried on by the said John Eastham and William 
Eastham, under the style or firm of J. & W. Eastham. 

[Gazette, July 10. 


Perer pe Ecoresrretp Contr and Cuartes Garrnatpr Suaw, solicitors 
(Collin & Shaw), Maryport. July 9. The business will be henceforth 
carried on by the said Peter de Egglesfield Collin alone. 


[ Gazette, July 14. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Jeune and Mr. Justice Collins will be the 
two Long Vacation judges. 


For some time past, says the Times, reports have been current that Sir 
T. Chambers, Q.C., the Recorder of London, was about to resign, and 
contradictions have been equally plentiful. It has now, however, been 
practically settled that the recorder will retire with a pension nearly 
equal to his present salary, which is £3,500a year. This step will pro- 
bably be taken within a month. 


The Bar Committee have made arrangements with the benchers of the 
Inner and Middle eg and the Lord Chancellor’s secretary, Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie, Q.C., for the exhibition of the daily lists of causes in a glass 
frame under the cloisters in the Temple. These lists will be in writing, 
and they will be posted up at the Temple each evening shortly after the 
courts rise, and simultaneously with those at the w Courts. This 
arrangement will come into operation in a day or two. 


On Tuesday Mr. Justice Romer announced that no actions in his own 
list would be taken by him on Friday, but that on that day he would hear 
not only Mr. Justice North’s motions, but also that learned judge’s 
petitions and short causes; that on Monday his lordship ould sit in 
chambers for Mr. Justice North ; and that between Thursday and Tuesday 
next no actions in his lordship’s own list would be in the paper for 
hearing. 





COURT PAPERS. f 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Joxes.—July 11, at Sidmouth, Devon, the wife of George Farewell Jones, of 12, Elsworthy- 
road, Primrose-hill, N. ., of a son. 
Pearson. —July 9, at *Barrow-in-Furness, the wife of H. Garencieres Pearson, solicitor, of 


a son. 
ag er —-July 10, at 11, Eldon-road, Kensington, the wife of Walworth Howland 


rts, barrister-at-law, of a s daughter. 

Wappixaton. —July 12, at 42, Rav , Hammersmith, the wife of Mr. F. 
Sydney Waddington, ‘solicitor, of a son 

Woopsripce.—July 10, the wife of Frank deiiaion of Donnington, Brentford, and 5, 
Serjeants’-inn, London, solicitor, of a son. 

Wyvatr.—July i, at Harsfold Manor, Billingshurst, Sussex, the wife of John Arthur 
Penfold Wyatt, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

Bopxix—Busu.—July 8, at St. Peter’s, Belsize, Archibald Henry Bodkin, barrister-at-law, 

of 4, Temple-gardens, Temple, to Maud Beatrice, third daughter of the Rev. R. Wheler 


Bush, of 67, Belsize-park, Rector of St. Alp! , Lo 
GaskeLt—Linpsay.— uly 14, at All Souls’ urch, Harlesden, George Edward Penn 
Gaskell, barrister-at-!aw, to Eleanor Charlotte, daughter of the late David Baird Lindsay. 


DEATHS. 
Chee, iy A 13, at Cowick, near Snaith, Edward Elsdale Clark, of Snaith, Yorkshire, 
solicitor, 76. 
Dove as.—July 6, by accident at Herne-hill Railway Station, Malcolm Percy Douglas, 
barrister-at-law, of Woodfield, Palace-road, Tulse-hill, 8.W. 


a 











“ Evxesis.”—A De.iautrv, Suave.—No soap, water, or brush required, only a tube of 
A. 8. Lloyd’s Euxesis and a razor. Shaving with “ Euxesis” becomes a pleasure, it 
softens the stiffest beard and leaves the skin cool, smooth, and free from irritation. The 
genuine bears two signatures—‘‘ A. S. Lloyd” in black, and “ Aimée Lloyd” in red ink; 
refuse all others.—Sold by chemists, perfumers, and stores, or post-free for 1s. 6d. from 
Luoyp & Co., 3, Spur-street, Leicester-square, London.—-[ Apvt.] 


WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessees.— Before purchasing or renting 
a — have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, 8 ite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the potilat tion of Gifices, & ¢.—[ Apvrt.] 


Vanity Farr Cartoons.—A few Complete Sets of the Judges that have 
appea peared = i Vente Fair to date are still to be-had on application to the Publisher. 
ms in all. Price, per “Bet, £2 103. Offices, 182, Strand, London, 

W.c. A, hd J 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 
Ciarexpon Lanp Investment anp AcEency Co, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or 
—— Aug 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or 
¢ 7 Mf Cecil Kearney, 8, Bucklersbury. Munns & Longden, Old Jewry, solors for 
iquidator 

GoLp be rag or Frencu Guayana, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, — o July 7 

be heard on July 18. Harston, Bishopsgate st Within, r in person. 


tan we appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of 


OLpHAM | PrintinG AnD Pusiisnixa Co, Tommie ~Ceniibes are required, 
or before . 11, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or or 
am, to J Charles Atkins, 19, Queen st, Oldham. Cooke, Hyde, solor for liquida- 


pm. CHemtcaL Wanne (Hamitton & Co), Luurrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
July 6, ted to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, July 18. i: Pirthread- 
needle st, solor for petners 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, July 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 

AnGLo-Traxsvaat Prospectine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Aug 
15, to send their names and ad: , and the particulars of their demands or claims, to 
Ernest Be holt, 11, Queen Victoria st. Harris, Leadenhall st, solor for liquidator 

Ciarenpoy Lanp INVESTMENT AND AGENCY Co, Lutrrep—By an ‘order made y North, J., 

ee tn wing 4, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Wilson, Old Cavendish st, solors for petner 

viowmaat Torrevo Co, Limrres—Petn for nan | up, presented July 10, directed to be 

‘ore Kekewi J., on July 25. Hi Cork st, solor for Y etbinn. Notice of 

appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 24 

Victory, Poumon > + mae of share warrants are required, on or ‘ore Oct 27, to — 
their names and addresses, =, the particulars of share warrants held by them, to 

wee boy pey b> es ble 
HITFIELD, STEAD, IMITED—Creditors a re required, on or before Aug 22, to send 
their names and addresses, and the stiscless f their debts claims, to to Will 
Henry Armitage, Dewsbury - oe aml: — 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Coperen Gpumerevesomas, Frienpty Socrery, St John’s House, Little St John st, Chester. 
y 


CRLeDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, June 30. 


Samu Mts Dean’s ct, Doctors’ comm: Gent. July 25. H Sf 
ewich, J. Debenham, Salters’ Hall ct, ai reaabdbere ss 
ees > te Swansea. July 19. Harvey v Roberts, Stirling, J. Fereday, Old 








HENyING 
Kek 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 3. 


Curran, _— Kennepy Piabury @, , Provision Merchant. July 25. Curran v 
URR ’ c bi mass y $ 


Kekewich, J, 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, July 7. 
Bentinck, nih Hon Georee Avaustus Freperick Severson Grafton st, Bond st. 
Sept 15. Bentinck v Bentinck, Stirling, J. Cunliffes & Davenport, lane 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 10. 
Bianwix, Georce, Bristol. July 30. Clark v Clark, Chitty, J. Tonkin, Bristol 
Evans, Shem, Liandrillo, Merioneth. July 31. Evans v Evans, North, J. Roberts, 
Ly ssa, Hon E.izaBetTu Maniaxye, Kcnton, Devon. Aug7. Marwood v Baumgartner, 
North, J. e, Huntingdon 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 14. 
Catvert, Tuomas, Malton, Yorks, Sept 30. Calvert v Calvert, North, J. Estill, Malton 


Coorrr, Georazt Hanp, Newcastle-under-Lyme. Oct 1. Onions vy Cooper, North, J. 
Marshall, Stoke-upon-Trent 
Gow .! Furpenicx ALLEN, Paris, Gent. Aug 18. Wollaston v Davis, Chitty, J. Davis, 
eman st 





+) 
UNDER 2: & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, July 3. 
Atiay-Frasen, Pareicr, Arbroath, N.B., Esq. July 30. Caddick, We-t Bromwich 
Bartiert, Samuet, Freemantle, Millbrook, Southampton, vient. Aug 15. Footner & 


m, Romsey 
Brapy, Henry Bow max, Robert st, Adelphi, Gent. Aug 10, Watson & Dendy, New- 


castle on Tyne 
Brearvey, Heyry, Ticknall, Derby, Draper. Aug 7. J. & W. H. Sale, Derby 


Burgess, Tuomas, Over Tabley, Chester, Farmer. July 18. Sedgley & Co, Knutsford 


Bu ae Boyp, st, Covent Garden, Art Draper. Aug15. Button & Co, London and 
County Bank Honse Covent Garden 
Cappick, peg Keresley, Warwick, Gent. July 30. Caddick, West Bromwich 


Cuamp, Evizapetu Crircuarp, London terr, London fields, Hackney. July 22. Keays, 
Charles st, St James’s , 

Cuarttoy, Joseen, Norton, Durham, retired Farmer. July 15. Harrison & Barker, 
West Hartlepool 

Co.iinsox, Wi1L.1AM, Liverpool, Bootmaker. 
Cursusu, Exizasern, Eastbourne. July 25. Tanner, Rose Hill rd, Wandsworth, Surrey 
Dickson, Josern, Leicester, retired Wheelwright. Aug5. Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Dixoy, Josern, Gt Salkeld, Cumbrid, Farmer. Auzi12. Arnison & Co, Penrith « 
Earte, Sypxey, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant. Aug ii. England & Co, Hull 


Epux, Jons, Manorgate rd, Norbiton, Esq. Aug 13. Clabon & Parker, Gt. George st, 
‘Westminster Z 
i ~ Marcaret, Aberystwith, Cardigan. July 3). Talbot & Watkins, Newtown, 
ontgomery 
Farrar, WILLIAM, Mytholmroyd, Halifax. Aug7. Shaw, Hebden Bridge 
Fisuer, Pus, Upper Stanhope st, Liverpool. July 20. Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
Freeman, AGves Groraina, Holbeck rd, Brixton. Aug 1. Woodroffe & Burgess, New 


Lincoln’s inn 
GREEN “Se Clifton, Lancs. Aug 3. Bowden & Walker, Manchester 
Guxston, Jane, Hipperholme, Yorks. Sept 1. Ayrton, Brighouse 
Hani xy, Docror, Accrington, Surgeon. July 31. Sprake, Accrington 
Keartrt, Susan, Folkestone. Augi. Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st. 
Soret Wit1a, Sutton, Chester, Licensed Victualler. July 31. 


Aug 8. Johnson, Liverpool 


May, Maceles- 


Saenten, Joun Wiertep, Lee, Kent, Esq. Augi1. White & Co, Whitehall place 
Lewis, Samvet, Kingsley, Chester, Timber Merchant. July 31. Dixon, Northwich 
Lonspa.e, E.tex, Downham, nr Clitheroe, Lanes. Aug 4. Proctor & Baldwin, Burnley 
Maclvor, Ciara, Southsea. July 31. Woosnam & Crowdy, Newton Abbot, Devon 
Maxursoy, Joun, Bradford, Wire Mill Manager. Augi. Farrar, Bradford 
McAnprew, Jons, Bootle, Lancs, Shipwright. Aug 10. Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
Moore, Rosert, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Steam Tug Owner. Aug8. Brown, Newcastlee 


upon- 
Moved Hanae, t Lr Dartmouth st, Birmingham, Augi1. Jeffery, Birmingham 


Morrimore, Any, Leicester. Aug 5. Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Morrram, Jous, Liverpool, Brassfounder. Aug 8. Johnson, Liverpool 

Nuns, Arruur Jouy Farrurne, Tollington-road, Holloway, Gent. Aug 11. 
& Co, Cornhill 


OLIveR, | ating Blackheath, Kent, Gent. July 21. Beauchamp, Worcester 

Parte, Wi111am, Liverpool, Estate Agent. Augi1. J. F. Parle, Liverpool 

Ricuarps, Joun, West Bromwich, Gent. July 30. Caddick, West Bromwich 
Rionapeion, Begee, Kingston upon Hull, French Polisher. Aug 31. J.T. & H. Wood- 


ouse, 
Riveway, Buancue, Carrick on Suir, Waterford, Ireland. Aug i. Currey & Co, Gt 


Riapy, Martua Suiru, Audley lane, Blackburn. July 14. Lambert, Horwic’.. 
Seymour, Sopnta Jaye, Bristol. Aug 4. Sturge, Bristol 

Smiru, Joun Francis, Kingston upon Hull, retired Cooper. Aug1. Gale, Hull 

Sarru, Srernen, Deptford, Kent, Market Gardener. Aug1. Smith, Etta st, Deptford 
Sour, Gzorcx, New Bond st, Veterinary Surgeon. July 10. Powell, O!d Burlington st 
Taytor, Rosert Scorr, York, Commercial Traveller. Sept 1. Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Tuomrson, Joun Ronert, Chapel Allerton, Leeds, Gent. Aug4. Cranswick, Leeds 
Tux, ALrrep, Tunbridge Wells, Esq. Aug 15. Collisson & Co, Bedford row 

Unwny, 5) Norwood Lodge, nr Southall, retired Major Royal Fusiliers. Aug 8. 


Bedford row 
Vare, Jonny, ‘Haydon’s rd, Wimbledon, retired Gas Works Manager. Aug 31. Chester, 
Newington Butts 


Thomsons 


Wire, Marcaret Exiza Lyi, Denmark st, Soho. Augi. Price, John st, Bedford row 
Wixvuam, Rosert, Yatton, Somerset, Gent. Aug 15. Benson & Co, Bristol 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, July 7. 
Aug 31. Addleshaw & Warburton, 








Owey, Hueu Gwyene, Finchley rd, no occupation. July 29. Dawson Stirling 
J. Wright, Queen Victoria st = bic te este ; 





Airxes, Tuomas, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Gent. 
. Manchester 
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Aytwix, James Buacxmore, Eastbourne, Yeoman. Aug 6. Johnson & Son, Midhurst 

Banwisrer, Georae, Feering, Essex, retired Major. Aug 15. Bannister & Co, John st, 

Bass, Henry, Soasberough, retired Cordial Manufacturer. Augi7. Peckover, Leeds 

Coop, accor al Scarborough, nr Wakefield, Prison Warder. Sept 1. Leatham & Co» 
Wi . 

Dasy, Jawe, Hampsthwaite, Yorks. Aug 1. Kirby & Son, Harrogate and Pateley 


Doyecatt, Ametta Serzap Deane, Dowager Marchioness of, Park st, Grosvenor sq. 
Aug il. Ponsonby, Gt st, Westminster 
Ear, cK Wiu.1aM, Roby, nr Liverpool, Esq. Augi. Gibbons & Arkle, Liver- 


aay > Wiruiam Waersrove, ay me rd, Lavender Hill, Railway Superintendent 
Howse Abchurch 
euasaeees Inmay, Bures Se Mary, Suffolk, Nurseryman. Aug 11. Heathfield, 


rise 
Hespey, Jang, Yorks. Augi. Kirby & Son, Harrogate and Pateley Bridge 


Herpman, Josern Haxine, Clitheroe, Lancs, Wine Merchant. Aug 11. Robinson & | 


burn 
Hz, Witi1am, Devonport, Licensed Victualler. Aug 10. Seldon, Barnstaple. 
Hoveutox, Caantes, Harlow, Essex, retired Grocer. Aug 11. Mott & Co, Bedford row 
Hveues, Rosert, Rhyl, Flint, Brick Manufacturer. Sept 3. Williams, Rhyl 
Jackson, Joun, Clement’s lane, Contractor for Public Works. Aug 31. Emmet & Co, 
Jurrrey, ALLAN Hanus Macpons a YW gaa rd, Clapham, Journalist. Aug 3. 


Craven st, Charing 
Jupp, Daxter, 5 Essex, Perum. hee 11. Mott & Co, Bedford row 


Kuatt, Susan, Folkestone. Augi. Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Lex, Mary, Sutton, Sussex. Aug6. Johnson & Son, Midhurst 

Lowruer, Ann, Beverley, Yorks. Augi. Crust & Co, Beverley 

Lywy, Janes, Dorking, Surrey, retired Builder. Augii. Down & Co, Dorking 
Macponovaen, Josern Tetrorn, Mossley, Yorks, Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug15. Rown- 


tree 
Mappisoy, Hewnny, Darlington, Durham, Merchant. Aug6. Steavenson, Darlington 


meee Ricnarp, Hon. F.R.C.S.E., Egbaston, Birmingham, Consulting Surgeon. 
Saunders & Co, Birmingham 
Peresrs, ORGE, Cleveland rd, Islington. Augi8. Rexworthy, Cheapside 


Rorrr, Joun, Brighouse, — Quarry Owner. Aug 1. Westwood, Bradford and 
RoruweE tt, Jos Hulme, radios, Brewer. Sept 30. Crofton & Craven and Part- 
er 


‘ Manchester 
Soort, en Annette, Montagu sq. Aug 4. Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 
Scort, ean Be.t, Girvan, Ayr, N.B., Artist, LL.D. Aug 7. Morse, Fenchurch 


Suswa, ‘onx, Wendover, Bucks, Carpenter. Aug 31. Burton, Blackfriars rd 

Seymour, James, Tasman rd, Stockwell,Gent. S¢ept29. Brighten & Lemon, Fenchurch st 

Suack.etoy, Saran, Heptonstall, Halifax. Aug 10. Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 

Sairn, Wit11am, Hopwood, Middleton, Lancs, Machinist. July 14. Banks, Heywood 

Watts, Etizasetru, Martinstown, Dorchester. Sept1. H.8S. & 8. Watts, Yeovil 

Wauire, Norman Fravcis, Orpington, Kent. Aug6. Patersons & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wnaytockx, Warn Sanpom, Folkestone, retired Army Surgeon. Aug 15. Rooke & Sons, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wiiuiams, Witx1aM, Pirton, Worcs, Farmer. Aug 8. Powell, Upton upon Severn 

London Gazette.—Fripay, July 10. 
don, Tavistock crsnt, Westbourne pk, Carpenter. Sept 10. Wrentmore & Son, 


row 
Bayxs, Henny, York, Music Seller. Augi2. Cobb, York 
Bayks, Ricnarp Witi1am, Kingston, Hereford, Esq. July 21. Davies, Strand 


teen, Bs Roserr, Spittal, hee upon Tweed, Fish Curer. Aug 20. Wm & B Weather- 
upon Tweed 





Brown, Davin, Isleham, Cambs, Farmer. Aug 12. Houchen & Houchen, Thetford 

Brown, Wii11AM Scorr, Manchester, Chemist. Aug 22. A & G W Fox, Manchester 

Capman, Canon Wi11aM, Trinity Rectory, 8t Marylebone. Aug 12. A Wood & Co, Gt 
James st, Bedford row 

CromprTon, Euiza, Didsbury, Lancs. Aug 22. Hall & Co, Manchester 

Deoparto, Josern, Mombasa, Zanzibar Coast, Africa. Aug 8. Budd & Co, Austinfriars 


Epuonstone, Emma, Cromwell rd, South Kensington. Aug 19. Walters & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn 


Grauam, Carouine, Dover terrace, Staines rd, Hounslow. Augi. Ruston & Co, Brent- 
ford, and Essex st, Strand 
Grirrix, Witi1aM, Tavistock, Devon, Timber Merchant. Aug 31. Cowlard & Co, 
Launceston, Cornwall 
Grenem, Wrists Anprew, The sae, now North Side, Claphau Common, Esq. 
Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
tinue of The , Clapham. Aug 10. Chapman, Pancras lane, Queen st 





| Harpine, Cuar.es, Westfield rd, oman retired Auctioneer. Augili. Godwin & Son, 








Wool Exchange, Coleman st 
Hoaa, May +t Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent. Aug 2t. Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle 
Lyon, GeorGs, Kingston, Surrey. Aug 12. Clulow & Gould, Gracechurch st 
Mason, Mary, Roydon, Essex. Augi12. Bennett, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 


Metsome, Ricnarp Wi.1am, Stockton, Wilts, Farmer. Aug 31. Marsh & Macaulay- 
Bennett, Yeovil 

Murray, Wit.1am, Mastrick and Woodsied House, Aberdeen. Aug 8. Murray & Co, 
Birchin lane 

Nicnouson, Ricnarp 5 gama Yealand, Redmayne, nr Carnforth, Lanes, Joiner. 

ug igson, 

O’Donovay, Jouy, Liverpool. an 10. Rowe & Co, Liverpool 

Pater, Any, Hitchin, Herts. Aug 5. Hooper & Co, Biggleswade 

Pantie, Cam, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. Aug 8. Thompson & Hughes, Birken- 

Rosertson, CHARLES Gorpox, Throgmorton st, Stockbroker. Aug3l. EW & R Oliver, 
Corbet hurch st 


et, Gracec 
Rorer, Wiii1am Greaves, Sheffield, Gent. Sept 1. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 


ees i nH, Horton Kirby, nr Dartford, Kent. Aug6. Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 

Sanpersoy, Ratren, Durham, Builder. Augi2. Patrick & Son, Durham 

Suappick, Samvet, Weston super Mare, retired Ironmonger. Aug 14. Gwynn & Masters, 

Simpson, Rosert, West Brighton. Augi2. Carr, High Holborn 

Surru, James, Hastings. Augi5. Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 

Sreix, Jonny, Ladbroke sq. Sept10. A & C Stein, Lime st 

Stove, Fanny, Ladbrook grove rd, Notting hill. Aug12. Carr, High Holborn 

Srove, Mart, Ferndale rd, Clapham. Augi2. Carr, High Holborn 

Srretrron, Witt1AM Weston, Leicester, Gent. Oct 20. Stretton & Aysom, Leicester 

Tayter, DuGatp Wit.tiAmM Barrett, Southampton. Sept 1. Lamport & Aldridge, 
Southampton 

Troitore, Maria Arruur, Lyburn, nr Lyndhurst, Hants. Aug 18. Green & Moberly, 
Southampton 

Troiitorpe, Wittiam Henry Postuumovus, Brickworth House, nr Salisbury. Aug 18. 
Green & Moberly, Sumerians 

Upixetoy, Samvet FirmMine, rliament st, Westminster, Underwriter. July 31. 


bins, Pancras lane 
Waker, Carouiye, Headingley, Leeds. July 17. Johnson, Nottingham 


Warp, Frepericx, Hendon, Esq, formerly of the Royal Navy. Sept 1. Pollock & Co 
Lincoln’s inn 

Warne, Ayy, Kingston upon Hull. Aug 12. Holden & Co, Hull 

Wittiams, Jony, Blaenllechan, Glam, Ionkeeper. July 31. Morgan & Rhys, Pontypridd 

Woop, Atrrep Epwin, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Augi1. Lambert, Manchester 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fainay, July 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aseanan Lovisa, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury, Spinster 
Court Pet Feb 20 Ord July 7 sighted 
Baxer, Wituam James, Sesoronee Civil Engineer 
Pet July 8 ae 
Bau, had Hucknall Torkard, Notts “ryan and | Ixq 


y8 Ord July 8 
, Grocer, Lincoln Pet July | 


Pet July7 Ord July 7 


van 


upon Hull Pet J nfacturets 


July 


, Hinton, Freperick, Portsea, Coffee house Keeper Ports- | Swany, Louis, Argyle rd. 
| mouth Pet July 6 Ord vay 4 

Hotyoake, Wavter, Leicester, Brewer's Traveller Leices- | Trecaskis, Samve. Tuomas, jun, St Issey, Sunwell, Corn 
ter Pet July6 Ord July 6 Ju ly 

| Hopxrys, James Saran, Ashton, nr Bishops Waltham, 

pmo thampton, Threshing Machine Proprietress South- 

amptom Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
Hueues, Jouy, Higher Tranmere, = a late Builder 
— Pet ad & ag Jul pa e pam, 
ture Frame uw 
Pet June 17 Ord Jul uly 6 os, * aaseteas, a e on ae. ic ry 
Deal weas yne Pet July8 Ord July8 Wivkre, James Brake, Walsall, Boot Dealer Walsall 
von trent “Pet dal Coalville, Leics, Gardener Burton- | youxsox, Roper, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Norwich 


| Keoon, Freprrick, Church 


Deal High Court Be ae get 7 Pianoforte | 
er Hi ya. e' y7 
Donne dae "Bonano, Kingston upon uly 8 Ord | Le Neveu, Herserr Coos, and GrorGE fre Leicester 


i, of no occupation Brent- 
ford Pet July2 Ord July 2 


Merchant Truro Pet June 26 Ord 
Van Hoypon x, Constant, Tredegar sq, on Licensed 
Victualler High | Court Pet June19 Ord July 6 
Wenrrueimer, Isipore E, Jermyn st, Gent High Court 
Pet June is Ord July 6 
Witurams, Joun Wittiam, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Auctioneer 
Edmunds Pet July1 Ord July 8 


Pet July6 Ord July 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


icester Aiport, C J, Woburn pl, Russell sqr, Electrical Engineer 
Pet July 1 Ord Jul ‘24 att 33, ous st, Lincoln's i i 


8 
Baoapsent, Samvet Brarruwaire, Heaton Moor, nr Stock- | Lewss, VS as Davin, Skowen, Glam, Shipwright Neath Bari, WiLiiAM, Huckn’ Torkard, Notts, Grocer July 17 


Traveller Stockport Pet July 7 Pet July7 Ord July 7 


ss B= Joux as Gun), ) alias, Stockbroker Halifax Pet Meron ri ‘ora July 6 


ee = ae , Plasterer King- 
Tall July 7 0 Ord Ju 7 sad 


Davies, tne, Fons, Shep, 


June 27 


et June 10 Ord Jul 


July 8 
Denyan, Joun Eustace, Sloane 
Court Pet May 28 Ord July 7 

Dixos, Groraz Tnomas 
's Lynn Pet July 6 July 6 
Abe at iy o Card Manufacturer Oldham 


Ord July 8 


July 7 —- Moses Daviv, Newcastle on ee Clothier 
Bustos, Jasrer, Bydenham, Kent, Builder Greenwich steam Noa eg ey 
Pet June 17 weastle JUithan Ke — noe Gacsnwich Pet | Browx, Tuomas, Live Ladies’ Outfitter July 23 at 


at 3.30 Off "Ree, St Peter's Church k, Nottingham 
Bosvet, ALyrep Puiu, Old Broad st, Company Promoter 
July 24 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s in 


8.30 Off Ree, 35, ictoria s Liverpool 
c m wall, Fish Merchant 


Moor, ims Bouthiborongh Kent, Baker Tunbridge | Bucktvenam, Gronar, St en CATR ot Grero 


July 17 at 12.30 Off 


Pet 
; Casey, Jonny, Barnsley, Slater July Qtat 1145 Of Rec, 
Glos, st es E, Croydon, anew Bramatic Author Croydon 8, Back t st, 
Worker Gloucester Pet July 8 Newsox, CHaRues, ial, Messhecter, Leather Lace Caw, Pe wl = w Halifax, Stock Broker, July 18 at 2.30 


Manufacturer Manchester Pet June 8 ns Jul 
terrace, Sloane st, Dentist | oy — Georce, Bradford, Furniture Dealer 


a iiaaee: “Than “Bearborough, Boot = July 17 at 
11.30 74, Newborough st, Scarboro' 


en’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manch 
sisintioee Denton, Oldhai Oldha Cont it Manufacturer July 22 
Off Ree Ree, Priory chm Union st, Oldham 
Buneere, Wivtia Henry, Grimsby, Builder July 17 at 


m, Norfolk, Grocer PARKER, a and Wiutam Heyry Parker, Bradford, Davison, Josern, Manchester, omer July 21 at 3 
Stuff Merchants Bradford Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Reavy, Daniet, Hulme, Monsienter, Boot Dealer Man- at 3 
arene On Journeyman Joiner chester Pet July8 Ord Jul 





Pet July 4 uly 4 Rornera, Georce Tuomas, ifax, Stationer Halifax 11.30 Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Hawxesvorp, Jouy, 4 Bui Birmingham Pet July7 Ord July7 Fosrer, Samvet, Boothen, Stoke upon Trent, Grocer July 
Pet July 6, Ord’ July6 Rutrer, Joux Tineman, poy ty Sunderland, 22at10 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lym 
Hay. Joun Pxirsox, Grosmont, foe Grocer Sunderland Pet July 7 Ord July 7 Freeman, Toomas, W Boot 3 Maker July 18 
Stockton on Tees and Malddlesboronst Pet July 6 | Scorr, Manion, Tean, Checkley, Staffs, Dra od ne at 12.30 County Court orthampto 
Ord July . upon Trent and Longton Pet July7 Ord _ | Goverr, Guorcx Srocomse, Fiddington, Somer- 





j 
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ot, int Farmer July 17 at 11 Bristol Arms Hotel, 


Hatt, James, Smethwick, Staffs, Undertaker July 20 at 
10.30 County Court, ‘West Bromwich 

Harerave, Coartes Epwarp, Leeds, Shop Manager July 
20at11 Off , 22, Park row, 

Hinton, Freperick, Portsea, Coffee house Keeper July 21 
at3 - Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mou 


Hotyoake, Watrer, Leicester, Brewer’s Traveller July 
17 at 12 Off Rec, 34, Friar jane, Leicester 
Horkixs, JANE SaRAn, Ashton, nr Bishop’s Waltham, 
Sout! , Threshing Machine Proprietress July 
2iat2 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Livarp, WILtIAM FREDERICK Arxixsox, Leyton Park rd, 
Leyton, of no occupation July 22 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Lioyp, Groner, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Soap Agent 
July 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Matrvyes, James, Woolwich, Lawn Tennis Manufacturer 
Dike 17 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London 

ridge 

May, Wassen TRELEAVEN, St. Austell, Cornwall, Butcher 
July 17 at 2 Off Rec, wen st, "Truro 

Overton, BENJAMIN Hopson, Gt Grimsby, Tobacconist 
July 17 at 11 Off Ree, 15, ‘Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

‘Owen, Jony, Dwyran, Anglesey, Farmer. July 21 at 2.30 

ypt chmbrs, Che: 


PARKER, en" and Wnisis Hewyry Parker, Bradford 
Stuff M July 21 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 

Parsons, Cuartes SterHen, Walton on Thames, Surrey, 
Coal Merchant July 17 at 11.50 24, Railway app, 
London bridge 

Percivau, Everarp, Sandy, Beds, Solicitor’s Clerk July 
17 at 12 Off Re>, 1a, St Paul’s sqr, Bedford 

Ropert, Gaston, formerly Cannon st July 23 at 1 33, 
Carey st, Lineoln’s inn 

Roperts, Joun, Hassocks, Sussex. retired Captain in the 


Nav July 20 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
Brighton 

Marea GEORGE esas, Halifax, Stationer July 15 at 
1 ax 


Row anps, Cuares, Gwrhay, nr Argoed, ‘Mon, Carpenter 
July 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, 
Newport, Mon 

Rute, Cuaries, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer July 20 at 12 
Off Rec, Pink lane. Newcastle on Tyne 

Scorr, Marton, Tean, Checkley, Staffs, Draper July 22 at 
10.30 Off Kec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Syowpen, Greorae, Scarborough, Currier July 22at3 74, 
Newb: Jorough st, Scarborough 

Sweetine, Epwarp, Gt ieee st, Bedford row, Solicitor 
July 23 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Toys, SrerHen, Montgomery, ‘Coal Merchant July 21 at 1 


hee Percy Hersert Benoni, and James Dossiy, 
, Edgware rd, Licensed Victuallers July 24 at 12 

83, Cusay st, Lincoln’s inn 

UNDERWOOD, Jous Tuomas, Leicester, Hosiery Ware- 
houseman July 17 at2 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 
Leicester 

Vow Zepuirz, M, Staftesb avenue, Club Promoter July 
24 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

WALkeE My RA, Muscovy ert, Mercantile Salesman July 23 
at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

WAnkREN, Joux CHaLc RAFT, Iping, Sussex, Paper Manu- 
facturer July 21 at 12 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

Wesrercaarp, Cart Freperick, formerly Denbigh st 
Pimlico, of no occupation July 22 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Wituiams, Bexsamiy, Orrell, nr Wigan, Grocer July 18 
at 11 Off Rec, 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Wixsoyx, Dup.ey Witt 14M, Dempster rd, East Hill, Wands- 
worth, Clerk July 22 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

WINKLE, James Bu AK&, Walsall, Boot Dealer July 22 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

A.tmonp, Wi1Lu1AM Joun, Cheapside High Court Pet Feb 
20 Or pd July 7 

Asucrort, Wii11AM, Fleet st, Brewer High Court Pet 
Apr7 July 7 

Baker, Wituiam James, Scarborough, Civil Engineer 
Scarborough Pet July 8 Ord ey Be 

Batt, Wittiam, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Grocer Not- 
tingham Pet June 17 Ord July 6 

Berreriner, Tuomas, Coalville, Leics, Gardener Burton 
on Trent Pet July8 Ord July 8 


Bococx, Hossox, Gainsborough, Grocer Lincoln Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 
Bownixa, James Ricuarv, Kingston upon Hull, Com- 


se Agent Kingston upon Hull Pet July8 Ord 

uly 8 

Broapsent, Samugrn Brarruwarre, Heaton Moor, nr 
Stockport, Commercial Traveller Stockport Pet July 
7 Ord July7 

Burtsoy, HR, Swinton st, Gray’s inn rd, Builder High 
Court Pet Apr 9 Ord July 7 

Caw, Joun, the youn yee Stock Broker Halifax 
Pet June 26° O July 7 

Cockxrort, Cuartes, Win i aalys Durham, Draper Sunder- 
land Pet June4 O 

. Corz, Water, Gresham st, 5 aS oe Court Pet 
Jan13 Ord July 7 

Coorek, Tuomas Joun, Earl’s court Manager 
TJ eae Co., Lim. High Court Tee May 11 ona 


y7 
Coorrr, Witit1am Hepers, Farnborough, Hants, Forage 
ond July 8 r Guildford and Godalming Pet June 4 
Davies, fly Sh ibe, Painswick, Glos, Steam Tresh- 
ny . Machine Worker Gloucester Pet July 8 Ord 


Davison Jat paper, Joiner Manchester Pet 
June 26 


rd 
Dixon, Grores Soress emer Norfolk, Grocer 
6 


King’s Lynn Pet Jul 


uly 6 
Dowyes, Cuarces, Cheapside, Auctinesr High Court Pet 
Junell Ord July 7 








Firrer, Water, and Henry Watter ANKRETT, hey 
} sn, pemaaias Builders Coventry Pet June 


Gi eens, and Heyry Josern Gites, East Seoul, 
Grocers Barnet Pet June 26 Ord Jul = 
A ler 


Groves, Henry, Nottingham, Corn Miller’s 
Ne Pet Fe 29 Ord wars 
Harrison, Rosert, ‘“- ourneyman Joiner 
iddlesborough Pet July 3 he secanem 
Hawxesrorp, Jonny, Birmingham, 
Pet July6 Ord July 8 





Hay, Joun Perrsox, Grosmont, Yor! Gamek 
Btockton on Tees and Middlesborough July 6 
Histor, P Freperick, Portsea, ap house Keeper Ports- 
mouth Pet July6 Ord Jul 
Hoiyoake, ae eer Leicester, alan s Traveller Leices- 
ter Pet J Ord July é 
Huaues, cx ning er Tranmere, Pepeieal, late Builder 
ne — Het July 8 Ord Jul 
GANNI, Francesco, Neweastle on Seal 
Dealer N ewcastle on Pet 


July 8 ons Jul 4 ae 
JENAWAY, saseeaaee Grmes, Newbold on toes ‘ores, 
Banb Pet May 29 Ord July 
Jounson, Ropert, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Norwich 
Pet July 6 Ord July 7 


Setleiee, pa Rosert, Poplars avenue, Willesden park 
Court Pet Ma: Ord July 8 

a. rsa, and Gitpert Sruart Lock rer, Ade- 

re Advertising Agents High Court Pet 


A ril li 
Le Nev yeu, HeRBert a and Georce Rare, Leicester, 
7. Manufacturers ‘Leicester Pet July 1 Ord 
ul 
Lewis, 


THER, Ton Pentre See, Boot Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet July3 Ord July 
Lewis, Jonn Davin, 5 re! "Glam, Shipwright Neath 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 
Lioyp, Gocese, _ Newcastle on = Sup Agent 
Newcastl: June8 Ord 
May, Wim 1 Tennaven St mma Conceal, Butcher 
truro Pet July2 Ord July 
OverenpD, Georce, Bradford, ea Dealer Bradford 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 
Parker, Mania, and WinuiAm Heyry Parker, Bradford, 
Stuff Merchants Bradford Pet July4 Ord Jul 
Reavy, Daniet, Hulme, See, Boot Dealer Man- 
chester Pet July8 Ord July 8 
Rice, Epwarp WIiL.iAM. _. Sussex, Gent Lewes 
and Eastbourne Ord 
Rornera, Grorce Tomas, Halifax, Stationer Halifax 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 
_— Marroy, bps Checkley, Staffs, Desgee Stoke 
pon Trent and Longton ay 1, Ord July 7 
i Wiruram Epwiy, Cadoxton. juxta. Neath, Glam, 
Neath Pet June22 Ord July 8 
Homas, and Wittiam Joux Eari Henry, 
weet Surrey, Builders Croydon Pet June 
T ne "Ona July 6 Cc Philli: High 
AYLOR, HERBERT | =. more grdns 
Court Pet A) a duty 


23 
Tove, pity, | » Coal Merchant Newtown 
et June 9 Orl July 7 
Wixuiams, Bensamiy, Orrell, nr Wigan, Grocer Wigan 
Pet July 3 Ord July 8 
Wiykie, James Buaxe, Walsall, Boot Dealer Walsall 
Pet July6 Ord July6 


London Gazetie.—Tursvay, July 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALEXANDER, JosiAs, Josias ALEXANDER, the younger, 
ae dl ALEXanpER, and George Wittiam Rawp, 
le st, Brokers High Court Pet July 
9 Ord July 9 
ALAN, Ropert James, New Wandsworth, wo) Steam- 
ship Broker Wandsworth Pet June 23 duly 9 
oe yay 2 Kilburn, Miller High Court Pet July. 8 
u 


Bexsow, Witutam, Grundy st, Poplar, Baker, High Court 
Pet July 13 Ord July 18 

Berman, Victor E, late of "Ord daly Boot Dealer Bir- 
mingham Pet June 22 

Brapiey, Cuaries, South 0) ldhant. Machinist Oldham 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Carrer, Frevrrick Grorar, and Harry Epwarp Carrer, 

ks, Oilmen Windsor Pet July 8 


‘aiden! a Ber! 
Portsmouth Pet 


Spr ther 


Ord July 
CHIVERTON, "Bao, pao Fruiterer 
July 9 Jul 
CRACKNELL, a Fes techies Sudbury, ar Harness 
er Colchester Pet July 11 Ord J 
DeapMANn ay Hastings, Grocer Hastings | Pet June 
25 


uly 8 
Drarrix, B, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Book- 
keeper Manchester Pet June , ns July 10 
Evaxs, Davin Hveu, Lampeter, ganshire, Cabinet 
Maker Carnasthen Pet dal wm Ly, iy 10 Ona July 10 
Fartrune, Neneman, Clifton. - Commission Agent 
Bristol Pet July 9 Ord July 
Fosrer, ALrrep, Stamford, tian Btationer Peterborough 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 
Ganver, Perer yey bay ad on Sea, Sussex, Carrier 
ROVES. oan, Oe u retired 
G » J Geuth Bowond Netherbury, Do 
Major Dorchester Pet June 26 July 9 
Hamittrox, Groner, Mile End rd, tt for the Free 
Mission High Court et June 24 Ord 


Blackwood, Mon, Carpenter Tredegar Pet 
0 Ord July 10 

So a Commission Agent Reading 
7 

Ricuarpv Carrer, Blackburn, 

Pet July 1 Or 1 Ord July 10 

Hear, James, and gi 4 rem Pond Jay Manufac- 

turers Burn July9 Ord July 9 

Hotwrpay, Joun Tecon Lowca Height, nr , Cumbrid, 

ven 


July 8 Ord ped Saby 8- 
J oe Tuomas, Newcastle on Draper 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet July 1 Ord July 11 


July 10 
Harpy, Jouy, 
og 1 
Hart, Jony, 


Pet June 26 
Hantuey, Samvgt, 





‘oun J 
Land §, ‘9. Ord July 9 a 

NOX, ALLISON ELL, Commer=s 
he Lg! aco ae «= ae Sonne 
wi AS AVID. 
Lecventenh Merthyr Tydfil Pet Pet Suty 11 “Ord aie 


Martin eT on 
High 18 ont 3 er 8 
| ee ARcHER, Fn Leeds Pet July 10 Ord 


Nowy, Aa Lamb’s Conduit Bt Wine Merchant High 


Pet July8 Ord J at ag A 
ais tae Jose, Guap, Farmer Stafford Pet 
uly 9 _ Ord July9 ; 
net ene 5 Sey ery Warwickshire, Builder 
Birmingham Pet Jul: July 7 * 
Rost, Emiy Lavinia, Hotel Keeper Merthyr 
Pet July 10’ Ord July 10 
Sot “ry ay Ingram, Lines, Butcher Lincoln Pet 
Senne Ween. ‘Kingsland, Herefordshire, Timber 
mes Leominster Pet July 11 Ord July il 
Tay.or, Roserr Scortr, and Mary Ju = je Sayeed BL 
Northumbrid, General Drapers 
T Pet OW, = i late Baker Birmingham 
AYLOR, WILLIAM. " er 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
er CHARLES Fal _— Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet J , 4 Ord Jul: 
WEnvEN, WALvER Wassse, Chelmsford, eee, Teceoned 
Victualler Chelmsford  prdiggy TB Ord py AL 
Witson, Jonyx, Waterloo, cs, 
peo de Ord July 9 
we Ss as Buxton, Joiner Stockport Pet July 9 
9 
Wraicnrt, an, Derby, Coal Dealer Derby Pet July 6 
Ord July 6 
Warger, Sisartite Lincoln, Grocer Lincoln Pet July 9 
v9 
Yorke, Wittiam Owen, Kettering, Northampt i 
om Manufacturer Northampton Pet | 
y ll 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bates, Rosert. Kilburn, Miller July 21 at 12 33, Carey 
st, Lin ’s inn 
BerrerinGe, Tuomas, Coalville, Leics, Gardener July 29 
at 11.30” Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on ‘Trent 
Broappent, SaAmMvet Brarruwalte, Heaton Moor, nr 
8 Commercial Traveller ae on Mae = 
Ree, ity chmbrs, Market tpl, eg 
Cues, Mary, Brockley Park, Forest Hi L— 3, Spi 
July 21 at 11.30 21, Railway approach, 


Davies, _ Jou, Shepscombe, Painswi ick, — 
Th Machine Worker July 21 at 3 Of a 
Gloucester 

Davies. Pe tg Pontlottyn, Glam, Grocer July 22 at 
3 , Meithyr T 


Drxon, yt Tuomas, Norfolk, Grocer 
July 25at1 Off Rec, 8, Ki 
Erwoop, CHagLes on Al ensgate st st, » eae Baz 
Maker July 2S at12 33, Carey st, Lin 
Esxpae, Joun Bee ag Barry, Glam rip 21 | at 1: 12 Of 
29, 
, 


st, Cardiff 
Farruine, ‘Nemes Clifton, = Sie, Commission Agent 
Mit Rec, Bank chinbrs, Bristol 


July 24 at 3.30 O 

Fioyp, CHaries eer ed Ang St James’s, Gent 
July 22 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Foster, ALrrep, Stamford, Stationer July 28 at 12 Law 
Courts, New rd, 

GAMGEE, , Jou, Church st, Wi Engineer July 28 
at 2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Pocteeal et Lincoia’s inn 


Gurvey, ALrreD Pg ~ oy S and Epwarp Wittiam ay 4 


Seman George WitiiaM, 
July 22at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

JAFFESON, a Mile End 
2.30 


rd, 
bl Port 
as _ o nkruptcy bldgs, ugal st, 


JOuNSON, near Norwich, . Licensed Victualler July 25 
at1l Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Jounson, be eaaeee Poplars avenue, Willesden 
Park outy. yas 2 Bankruptcy bldgs, st, 


Kemper, —— Gt Tower st July 22 at1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 


Le Neveu, Hexsert Coox, and Georce Rares, Leicester 
Boot Manu July 22 at 3 Off Rec, 34, Friar 


—— Leicester : 

Lewis, Joan Davin, - Glam, Shipwright July 22 
at12 Off Ree, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Lounp, Joux ADAMS, Theobald’s rd July 23at12 Bank- 


ruptey paid, Taste’ inn —.. 
Newson, Cua Manchester, 
Manufacturer Fe 8 ee FY Ogden’ chmbre, Bridge 


st, 

Nuwy, Patuir, Lamb’s Conduit st, Wine Merchant July 
22 ree dang Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn 


Overenb, Groner, Bradford, Furniture Dealer July 22 at 
11 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, 

Parsons, F., vender Junction, Builder 
July 22 at 11 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Pirr, Henry, N om late Farmer July 23 at 11.30 

General Dealer July 

Suearer, Jonn Heyry, Sheep Shear Manu- 

July 24 at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

eg iy a Cheapside July 29 at 12 33, Carey st, 

Tomrsetr ‘Guan Eu, =. Kent, Grocer July 27 at 

” Off Ree, cd 


Wess, James Sixty: Hate, Hi Butcher July 21 
m3 3, Verulam st, St a = 


Pon at 12, Olt Ite, 
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We tis, Evenezer, pee. Auctioneer July 22 at 11 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

‘Witiiams, Joun Witiiam, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Auctioneer 
July 21 at 12.20 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Wirson, ALexanper, Anerley, Surrey, Rate Collector 
July 22 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

‘Winver, Jouy, Burnley, Boot Maker Aug 6 at1 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Woop,-WAtrer James, Weston, nr Bath, Grocer July 23 
at12 1, Abbey st, Bath 

Werieut, Jou, weg Ch eg Dealer July 21 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, St James’s brs, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Boscor, H E, and Jouy Daniet Dorsox, Liverpool, Corn 
Merchants * Live 1 Pet May 25 Ord July 9 

Bowrr, Samvet, Shepley, nr, Huddersfield, Clothier Hud- 
dersfield Pet June 23 Ord July 10 

Braptey, Cuaries, South Oldham, Machinist Oldham 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Canter, Frepericx Grorce, and Harry Epwarp Carrer, 
Maidenhead, Berks, Oilmen Windsor Pet July 8 
Ord July 8 

Cuivertox, Emma, Portsea, Fruiterer Portsmouth Pet 
July8 Ord July 9 

Crarke, Cuarves, Kingston upon Hull, Plasterer King- 
ston upon Hull Pet July7 Ord July7 

CrackneLi, Saran Exizasetu, Sudbury, Suffolk, Harness 
Maker Colchester Pet Julv11 Ord July 11 

Dearntey, Tuomas Woop, Honley, nr Huddersfield, 
ee Huddersfield Pet May 30 Ord 

y9 

Evans, Davip Hucn, Lampeter, Cardiganshire, Cabinet 
Maker Carmarthen Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Fartuine, Neneman, Clifton, Bristol, Commission Agent 
Bristol Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Foot, Hexry Bonp, Cavendish, Suffolk, Silk Manufacturer 
Cambridge Pet May 26 Ord July 9 

Foerm, Atrrep, Stamford, Stationer Peterborough Pet 

8 


9 
Gittarp, THomas Toeuecs: Advent, nr Camelford, Corn- 
,» Farmer Truro Pet June 2 Ord July 11 
Govett, Georce Stocomse, Whitnell, Fiddington, Somerset 
te Farmer Bridgwater Pet July2 Ord July 9 
Harpy, Jouy, Blackwood, Mon, Carpenter Tredegar Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 
Heap, James, and Perer Hear, Burnley, Cotton Manu- 
acturers Burnley Pet July9 Ord July 9 
Hopman, Grorce ILLIAM, Leeds, Licensed Victualler 
s Pet June 29 Ord July 8 
Houuiway, Joux Tyson, Lowca Height, nr Parton, Cum- 
bo nd, Farmer Whitehaven Pet July 8 Ord 


ys 
Jacaxrr, Jox Srott, Doncaster, Auctioneer Sheftield Pet 
April 25 Ord July 10 
Keoou,- Frepericx, Church st, Islington, Pianoforte 
Dealer High Court Pet July7 Ord July 9 
Lewis, Tuomas Daviv, Pontlottyn, Gelligaer, Glam, 
Accountant Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
Newsox, Cuartes, Hulme, Manchester, Leather Lace 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet July8 Ord July 11 
Niman, Arcuer, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet July 10 Ord 
July 10 


OweEn, J Dwyran, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet 
June 16 Ord July 11 

Pirt, Henry Lon apy Salop, late Farmer Stafford Pet 
July 9 Ord Ju y9 

Roserts, Henry Tuomas, Ashton, Warwickshire, Builder 

ingham Pet July7 Ord July 10 
Ropers, Jouy, Hassocks, Sussex, retired Capt in the Navy 
righton Pet June 25 Ord July 11 

Ross, ed Lavinia, Brecon, Hotel Keeper Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Ross, Joux Henry, Ingham, Lincs, Butcher Lincoln Pet 
July9 Ord July 9 

Rowtanps, Cuaries, Gwrhay, nr Argoed, Mon, Carpenter 
Newport, Mon Pet July 2 Ord July 9 

Russert, Wituiam, Kingsland, Herefordshire, Timber 

ier Leominster Pet July 10 Ord July 11 

Rurrer, Joux Tineway, Bishopwearmouth, Sunderland, 
Grocer Sunderland Pet July7 Ord July 10 

Sarru, Perer, Bradford, Auctioneer Bradford Pet June 
1 July 9 

Swruer, Bryan Wiit1am, Luton, Beds, Draper Luton 
Pet June9 Ord July 9 

Sreetv, Atrrep Henry, Dover, Builder Canterbury 
Pet June19 Ord July 10 

Tayior, Ropert Scorr, and Mary Jupiru Tayzor, 
Blyth, Northumbrld, General Drapers Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet July 11 Ord July il 

Tomupsetr, Cuarites Evs, Erith, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet July 10 Ord July lo 

Witsoy, u411AM, Buxton, Joiner Stockport Pet July 
9 Ord July 9 ‘ 

Waricut, Jous, Derby, Coal Dealer Derby Pet July 6 
Ord July 10 


Weaieur, Samvec, Lincoln, Grocer Linzoln Pet July 9 
Ord Jilly 9 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Tuorr, Saran Exiza, Manchesier, Umbrella Manufacturer 
Manchester Adjud May6 Annul July 10 : 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 21.—Messrs. Daiven & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold Estate (sec advertisement, this week, p. 


4). 

July 22.—Messrs. Eowix Fox & Bousrrexp, at the Mart, 
E.C., Freehold Estate (see advertisement, July 11, p. 4). 
July 23.—H. C. Newson, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 12 for 1 
o'clock, Freehold Estate (see advertisement, July 4, p. 


601). : 

July 24.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold Investment (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 4). 

July 24.—Messrs. G. Goutpsuiru, Sox, & Co., at the Mart, 


C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Ground Rents (see advertise- 
ment, July 11, p. 602), 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &. 





SPINK & SON, Goxpsmtrus anv Stivzrsmirnus, 1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL, 
Loxpvon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accuraTeLy appratse the above for the 
LzGAt Proression or purcHASE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 





£1 000 to £25,000 Wanted upon Mort- 

9 _~ gage upon Good Security from 4} to 5 
per cent. Solicitors having money to lend please write to 
J -» Town Hall Chambers, Stratford, E. 


M O8EY. — Householders or Lodgers 


_ desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the ConsoLipaTEep Company, LimiTEp, 43, Great 
Tower-street, E.C.,and arrange; Billsof Saleand Executions 
paid out; no fees; the full sum advanced without deduc- 
be ; an old-established and genuine firm.— Address, 

ANAGER. 





AW.—Great Saving.—Abstracts Copied at 
Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; Deeds Engrossed Three Half-pence per 
folio net.—Kerr & Lanuam, 3, Chichester-rents, by 84, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. ; ’ 








T AW.—Engrossing Clerk who can write 
! Shorthand required ; good and quick handwriting in- 
dispensable.—Apply, stating salary required, to Soxiciror, 
care of Messrs. Goose, Booksellers, Norwich. 
\ ANTED.—Managing Clerk with exten- 
sive experience in Conveyancing ; age not less than 
35.—Apply, J. W., Waterlow’s, Parliament-street, West- 
minster, 8.W. 


YOUNG GENTLEMAN who has 
41. recently passed his Final Examination desires a 
Clerkship in a good office in London or neighbourhood ; used 
to a General Practice and Public Appointments; further 
experience of greater importance than salary; hard worker ; 
excellent references.—B. W. I. L., “ Solicitors’ Journal’? 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








ME: UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 

rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and by post, for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE,’ and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
Many Pupits HAVE TAKEN Honouns.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of “‘ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “Hints on Criminal Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


INCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.—Offices to be 


4 Iet.—A suite of three cr five handsome rooms, con- 
taining large bay windows, overlooking the beautiful 
gardens; just vacated through retirement; southerly 
aspect ; hall porter in uniform ; moderate inclusive rent.-— 
Apply, Messrs. Dowsrerr & Co., 3, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, or 
to Mr. Cookman, 63, Chancery-lane. 


ORWAY.—GRANTON to BERGEN 
July 15th and 29th, August 12th, 10 aah. (26 hours’ 
passage). New Norwegian Mail and Passenger Steamer 
BRITANNIA. Returning from Bergen July 27th and 
August 10th. 
Fares: £4 Single, £6 Return (including Provisions and 
Steward’s Fees). Lighted Electrically. 
Full particulars from Borries, Craig, & Co., Newcastle- 
on-Tyne; and Breyen, Richardson, & Co., 54, Bernard- 
street, Leith, and Middle Pier, Granton. 


AX? ORWA Y.—NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE 
4 (Albert Edward Dock) to BERGEN, via 
STAVANGER (340 miles) TWICE WEEKLY. The 
SHORTEST (the distance at sea between the Tyne and 
Bergen being 392 miles) Route between England and Nor- 
way is by the well-known Royal and Passenger Steamers :— 

BRITANNIA..................Capt. Bentzon. 

Every SATURDAY, 7 p.m., reaching Stavanger SUNDAY 
evenings. 
eet Capt. Jacobsen. 

Every THURSDAY, 7 p.m., reaching Stavanger FRIDAY, 
about midnight. 

These are the ONLY Steamers by which Passengers to 
Norway are ONE NIGHT ONLY on the open sea, the sail 
between Stavanger and Bergen being in smooth water in- 
side the islands. Both Steamers lighted throughout 
electrically. Fares—£3 and £4 Single, £5 and £6 Return, 
INCLUDING ALL MEALS. Return Tickets are also 
available from BERGEN to GRANTON (26 hours’ passage) 
by the BRITANNIA, Every Alternate Monday. 

Special Trains with Passengers are run to and from 
alongside these Steamers. 

BORRIES, CRAIG, & CO., Agents. 


PHE LONG SUMMER of 1891. 


Special Light Boots for this Remarkable Season at 
JAMES’S BOOT STORES, 
221, Kentish Town-road, N.W. 
Unequa'led Variety, Style, Cheapness. 

















| 








REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-book 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 








REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN 

7 FIELD ‘(successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 
and Reversion Valuers and Auctioneers, may be consulicd 
upon all questions leg perce Sg the above Interests. 
Their Periodical Sales (establi 

Marsh in 1843) occur on the First 
throughout the year, and are th 
realizing this ng moon! of r 
required, pending completion, or permanent mortgages 
negotiated.—Address, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
(Rost. W. Mayn, F.8.1., Tomas R. Ransom, F.S.L, 
J. Bacsuaw Mayy, F.S.I.), 

12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8,W. 


'TXHE SISTERS of ST. KATHARINE are 

prepared to Receive and Educate a few gentlemen’s 
children (from ecm in their Branch House on the South 
Coast. The house is and close to the sea; large 
day and night nurseries, with every home care and comfort. 
The children are taught on the Kindergarten system. Most 
satisfactory references. Inclusive terms, £100 per annum.— 
Address, Tut Rev. Motuer Superior, Normand House, 
Fulham, London, W. 


PAPRBIAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 











449, Strand, Charing-cross, London, 8.W. 
Authorised Capital, £1,000,000. 
Reserve Fund, &c., £170,000. 
Current Accounts Opened. 

The Attention of Solicitors is drawn to the fact that both 
permanent and temporary Advances are made upon securi- 
ties, such as Reversions, Equitable Charges, and other 
tangible securities. 


INTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS : 
At one month’s notice ..................... £4 per cent. 
At three months’ notice .................. £5 per cent. 
For one, two, or three years certain ...£6 per cent. 
Interest paid quarterly. 
Balance-sheet, with full particulars, forwarded on appli- 
cation. W. J. COCKS, Manager. 





-EDE AND SON, 


ROBE piss MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 














